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JUDGES  AND  LAW  OFFICERS. 

FROM  MICHAELMAS  TERM,  1843,  TO  TRINITY  TERM,  1844,  INCLUSIVE. 


IN  THE  COURTS  OF  CHANCERY. 

Hie  Ri^t  Hon.  Lord  Lyndhubst,  Lord  High  Chancellor. 

The  Right  Hon.  Lord  Langdals,  Master  of  the  RoUs. 

The  Right  Hon.  Sir  Lancelot  Shadwsix,  Knt,  Vice  Chancellor  of  England. 

The  Right  Hon.  Sir  James  Lewis  Knioht  Bruce,  Knt.,  First  Vice  Chancellor. 

The  Right  Hon.  Sir  James  Wiorah,  Knt.,  Second  Vice  Chancellor. 


IN  THE  COURT  OF  REVIEW,  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

The  Right  Hon.  Sir  James  Lewis  Knight  Bruce,  Knt,  Chief  Judge. 
The  Hon.  Sir  George  Rose,  Knt. 


IN  THE  COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH. 

The  Right  Hon.  Thomas  Lord  Denman,  Lord  Chief  Justice. 

The  Hon.  Sir  John  Patteson,  Knt. 

The  Hon.  Sir  John  Williams,  Knt. 

The  Hon.  Sir  John  Taylor  Coleridge,  Knt. 

The  Hon.  Sir  William  Wightman,  Knt. 


IN  THE  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

The  Right  Hon.  Sir  Nicholas  Conyngham  Tindal,  Knt.,  Chief  Justice. 

The  Hon.  Sir  Thomas  Coltman,  Knt. 

The  Right  Hon.  Thomas  Erskine. 

The  Hon.  Sir  Wiluam  Henry  Maule,  Knt. 

The  Hon.  Sir  Cresswell  Cresswell,  Knt. 


IN  THE  COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER. 

The  Rigbt  Hon.  Lord  Abinoer,  I    Lord  Chief  Baron. 

The  Hon.  Sir  Frederick  Pollock,  Knt.  J 

The  Hon.  Sir  James  Parke,  Knt. 

The  Hon.  Sir  &dward  Hall  Alderson,  Knt. 

The  Hon.  Sir  John  Gurney,  Knt. 

The  Hon.  Sir  Robert  Mounsey  Rolfe,  Knt. 


Sir  Frbdewck  PoLWCK.  Knt..        1    ^  ^^  ^^ 

Sir  WiLUAU  Webb  Follett,  Knt.  J  •' 

Sir  WiixiAM  Webb  Follett.  Knt..  \    g^y^^^^  q^^^ 
Sir  Frederick  THEiiiGER,  Knt.        J 


PREFERMENTS  AND  MEMORANDA. 


In  the  vacation  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1848»  John  Romilly,  Esq.  was  appointed 
one  of  Her  Majesty's  Counsel  learned  in  the  law. 

In  the  vacation  between  Hilary  and  Eaeter  Terme,  Lord  Abinger,  Lord  Chief 
Baron  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  whilst  on  the  Norfolk  Circuit,  died  at  Bury  St.  Edmunds, 
in  the  county  of  Suffolk.  Sir  Frederick  Pollock,  Knt.,  Her  Majesty's  Attorney 
General,  was  appointed  to  the  vacant  office,  and  on  the  second  day  of  Easter  Term  took 
his  seat  aa  Lord  Chief  Baron  on  the  bench  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 

In  Easter  Term,  Sir  W.  W.  Follett,  Knt.,  was  appointed  Attorney  General,  vice 
Sir  F.  Pollock  ;  and  the  office  of  Solicitor  General  was  conferred  upon  Frederick 
Thesioer,  Esq.,  who  shortly  afterwards  received  the  honour  of  Knighthood. 

In  the  vacation  after  Trinity  Term,  John  Henry  Hodson,  Esq.,  and  John  William 
Alexander,  Esq.,  of  the  Oxford  Circuit ;  Charles  Haward  Whitbhurst,  Esq.,  of 
the  Midland  Circuit ;  Robert  Charles  Hildyard,  Esq.,  of  the  Northern  Circuit ;  and 
J.  Parker,  Esq.,  were  appointed  Her  Majesty's  Counsel  learned  in  the  law.  At  the  same 
time,  Edward  Bellasis,  Esq.,  and  John  Alexander  Kinglake,  Esq.,  of  the  Western 
Circuit,  and  Charles  Chadwicke  Jones,  Esq.,  of  the  Home  Circuit,  were  called  to  the 
degree  of  the  Coif,  and  gave  rings,  with  the  motto,  ^^  Paribus  Legibus.** 
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PATERSON  V.  LONG. 


Vendor  and   PurcJuuer — Specific  Per^ 
formance — Leaseholds, 

Certain  leasehold  premises  held  under  the 
tame  lease^  and  together  subject  to  a  ground" 
rent  of  8 J.  per  annwn^  were  sold  hy  public 
auction  in  two  lots.  It  was  stated  in  the  par-* 
iieidars  ofsaXe^  that  the  premises  consisted  of 
"  a  leasehold  estate  held  of  the  Marquis  of 
Westminster  for  a  term  of  years"  and  that 
Lots  1  and  2  respectively  were  to  be  sold^ 
subject  to  a  ground-rent  of  4tL  per  annum; 
but  no  notice  wtu  given,  by  the  particulars,  of 
ike  special  covenants  contained  in  the  original 
lease: — Held,  in  a  suit  by  the  vendor  for  a 
specific  performance  of  the  contract  for  sale 
us  to  Lot  I,  that  he  had  made  out  a  good  title 
by  shewing  that  a  good  lease  of  Lot  1  was 
subsisting,  and  vested  in  him;  and  that  the 
purchaser  could  not  object  to  perform  the 
contract  because  he  might  be  liable  to  eviction 
by  reason  of  a  breach  of  covenant  to  be  com^ 
mitted  by  the  purchaser  of  Lot  2,  under  the 
covenants  of  the  original  lease,  concerning 
which  no  provision  had  been  made  in  the 
conditions  of  sale. 

In  Marcli  1842,  the  plaintiff  being  pos- 
Betted  of  two  houses  for  the  remainder  of 
an  unexpired  term  of  ninety-one  years, 
granted  by  the  Marquis  of  Westminster  at 
a  ground-rent  of  8/.  per  annum,  caused  them 
to  be  sold  by  auction  in  two  lots  (Lot  1  and 
New  SERIE9,  XIII.^Chakc. 


Lot  2),  and  by  the  particulars  and  conditions 
of  sale  it  was  stated,  amongst  other  things, 
that  Lots  1  and  2  wotdd  be  sold,  subject  to 
the  payment  of  41,  per  annum  respectively; 
and  further,  that  the  original  leases  or  ab- 
stracts thereof,  and  the  agreements  and  coim- 
terparts  of  the  underlease  referred  to  in  the 
particulars,  would  be  produced  at  the  sale, 
and  that  the  purchasers  of  Lots  1  and  2  re- 
spectively should  be  parties  to  each  other's 
assignments,  and  covenant  to  pay  the  pro- 
portion of  rent  allotted  to  each,  and  to 
indemnify  each  other  against  the  same,  and 
should  execute  bonds  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
demnifying the  vendor  against  the  rents  and 
covenants  in  the  original  lease.  The  de- 
fendant became  the  purchaser  of  Lot  1,  and 
executed  the  contract  for  purchase,  for  the 
specific  performance  of  which  the  suit  was 
instituted. 

The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  admitted 
the  contract,  and  the  production  of  the  lease 
at  the  sale,  and  his  inspection  of  it  previously 
to  executing  the  contract;  but  he  refused  to 
complete  his  purchase,  on  the  ground,  that 
although  reference  had  been  made  by  the 
conditions  to  the  apportionment  of  the  rent, 
no  reference  was  made  to  various  other 
covenants  therein  contained,  on  breach  of 
which  by  a  lessee  of  one  portion  of  the 
leased  property,  the  lessee  for  the  time  being 
of  another  portion  was  liable  to  eviction. 

By  the  decree  the  usual  reference  as  to 
title  was  directed  to  the  Master,  regard  being 
had  to  the  particulars  and  conditions  of  sale. 
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The  Master  reported  against  the  title,  and 
the  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  report. 

Mr,  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  Beavan^ 
in  support  of  the  exception,  stated,  that  the 
plaintitf,  hy  his  contract,  agreed  to  sell  a 
lease  of  premises,  comprising  other  property, 
and  had  made  out  a  good  title,  hy  proving 
that  the  lease  was  absolutely  vested  in  him, 
and  that  it  was  a  good  and  valid  one.  That 
the  contract  for  sale  of  an  interest  differed 
widely  from  that  for  sale  of  an  absolute 
term,  freed  from  all  covenants  and  incum- 
brances, in  which  case  a  vendor  must  except 
such  covenants  and  incumbrances  by  special 
conditions  of  sale ;  and  they  contended  that 
there  was  no  fraud  or  deceit  practised  on  the 
purchaser,  for  that  he  had  himself  inspected 
the  lease,  and  had  no  right  to  infer,  from  the 
particulars  and  conditions  of  sale,  that  the 
original  lessor  was  to  be  bound  to  join  in 
severing  the  covenants  of  the  lease. 

Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Folleti,  in  sup- 
port of  the  report. — The  defendant  ought 
not  to  be  compelled  to  accept  a  title  to  pro- 
perty under  which  he  might  be  evicted  by 
the  acts  of  others,  and  without  his  own  de- 
fault. The  conditions  should  have  specified 
the  various  covenants  contained  in  the  ori- 
ginal lease,  binding  on  all  owners  for  the 
time  being  of  the  leased  property ;  and  then 
a  purchaser  having  notice  of  all  objections 
to  title  could  not  be  surprised.  The  follow* 
ing  cases  were  cited — 

HaU  V.  Smith,  14  Yes.  426. 

Walter  v.  Maunde,  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  181. 

Cosser  v.  CoUinge,  3  Myl.  &  K.  283 ; 
8.  c.  1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  1 30. 

Bametty.  ff^wfer,7Mee.&Wels.364; 
s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Exch.  102. 

Tayhr  v.  Stibbert,  2  Ves.  jun.  440. 

Flight  V.  Booth,  1  Ring.  N.C.  370 ;  s.  c. 
4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  C.P.  66. 

Southby  V.  Hutt,  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  207. 

Taylor  v.  MartindaU,  1  Y.  &  C.  N.C. 
658;  8.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chanc.  339. 

Synums  v.  James,  Ibid.  487* 

Warren  v.  Richardson,  You.  1. 

2  Sug.  Vend.  ^  Purch.  p.  60. 

Fildes  V.  Hooker,  3  Mad.  193. 

Adams  v.  Lambert,  2  Jurist,  1078. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. — Diffi- 
culties frequently  arise  where  a  person  con- 
tracts for  the  purchase  of  part  only  of  a 


leasehold  interest ;  and  the  question  whether 
he  ought  to  be  compelled  to  complete  his  con- 
tract, in  a  case  where  he  might  be  evicted 
under  the  original  lease  for  breach  of 
covenant  by  an  owner  of  another  part  of 
the  leased  premises,  must  depend  upon  the 
nature  of  the  contract  and  its  circumstances. 
This  suit  was  instituted  for  the  specific  per- 
formance of  an  agreement  for  purchase  of 
leasehold  lands,  and  not  for  an  absolute 
estate  to  enure  for  a  certain  number  of  years. 
The  lands  were  held  under  the  same  lease, 
and  were  put  up  for  sale  in  two  lots,  and  at 
the  foot  of  the  particulars  of  sale  it  was 
stated,  that  the  lease  would  be  produced  at 
the  time  of  the  sale.  Lot  1  was  purchased 
by  the  defendant,  and  the  lease  was  pro- 
duced and  inspected  by  him,  and  by  his 
solicitor  at  the  time  of  the  sale ;  and  he  now 
claims  to  be  relieved  from  completing  his 
purchase,  on  the  ground,  that  the  conditions 
of  sale  operated  to  deceive  him,  and  lull  his 
vigilance.  The  leasehold  estates  were  held 
under  a  rent  applicable  to  the  whole,  and 
payable  out  of  ^e  whole,  subject  to  certain 
covenants,  and  on  breach  of  any  of  them 
there  was  a  liability  to  eviction.  The  par- 
ticulars of  sale  stated,  that  Lot  1  was  to  be 
sold  subject  to  a  ground-rent  of  4Z.  per 
annum,  and  there  was  the  same  statement  as 
to  Lot  2.  Provision  was  also  made  by  the 
conditions  of  sale,  that  the  purchaser  of  either 
of  the  said  lots  should  be  satisfied,  by  the  pro- 
duction of  receipts,  of  the  satisfaction  by  the 
vendor  of  the  covenants  contained  in  the 
original  lease ;  and  further,  that  the  pur- 
chaser should  indemnify  the  vendor  against 
all  such  covenants.  Each  party  was  fully 
aware  of  what  he  was  doing,  and  it  cannot 
be  said  that  it  was  intended  that  the  land- 
lord should  release  the  covenants. 

Decree  specific  performance,  with  costs. 


L 

March 
Nov 


.C.     ") 
■chl;  >/n 
V.  3.  3 


re  MARLBOROUGH  SCHOOL. 


Charity — Grammar  School — Extension  of 
Education— Z  ^  4  Vict.  c.  11  .^—Trustees. 

Where  the  funds  of  a  grammar  school  are 
not  greater  than  are  required  to  carry  out 
the  objects  of  the  founder,  the  Court  wUl  be 
unvfiUing  to  extend  the  system  of  education, 
more  particularly  where  the  scholars  would 
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probably  lose  the  benefit  of  exhibitions  at  the 
universities,  and  where  instruction  in  other 
branches  of  education  is  given  for  the  payment 
of  a  small  annual  sum. 

Where  two  only  out  of  a  body  of  trustees  of 
a  charity  had  died,  the  Court  refused  an  ap^ 
plication  to  appoint  new  trustees,  at  the  ex- 
pense  of  the  charity. 

Tins  was  a  petition  presented  by  eight 
out  of  eleven  persons,  who,  together  with 
two  persons  since  deceased,  had  been  ap- 
pointed trostees  of  the  charitable  estates  and 
funds,  which  were,  before  the  passing  of  the 
Municipal  Corporation  Act,  vested  in  the 
corporation  of  die  borough  of  Marlborough. 
It  stated  the  founding  of  a  grammar  school, 
at  Marlborough,  by  Edward  YI.,  in  1550, 
and  the  grant  by  him  of  certain  lands  to  the 
mayor  and  burgesses  of  Marlborough,  and 
their  successors,  and  they  were  to  make 
proper  statutes  for  the  government  of  the 
schoolmaster  of  the  said  school  and  his 
salary,  and  also  of  the  scholars,  and  the 
Duke  of  Somerset  and  his  heirs  were  to  have 
the  nomination  of  the  schoolmaster. 

In  1678  certain  statutes  were  made  by 
the  mayor  and  common  council  for  the  go- 
vernment of  the  school,  by  which  the  school- 
master was  to  be  a  competent  person  to 
teach  and  instruct  children  in  the  Greek  and 
Latin  tongues.  The  master  was  to  teach 
gratis  all  the  children  of  persons  living  in  the 
town,  and  he  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  teach 
the  children  of  foreign  dwellers  out  of  the 
town,  provided  that  Uie  children  of  the  said 
town  were  not  nec^lected  thereby.  That  the 
mayor  and  snch  ^sitors  as  he  should  bring 
should  examine  the  children  twice  every 
year.  No  scholar  should  be  admitted  unless 
he  could  read  over  his  accidence  within  book, 
and  could  write  his  own  name.  The  master 
should  appoint  unto  his  said  scholars  one 
hour  every  day  to  leam  to  write  by  the  usher 
there,  or  such  other  person  or  persons  as 
should  be  procured  by  their  parents  to  teach 
them  to  write. 

The  property  of  the  school  now  consisted 
of  some  houses  in  Marlborough,  which  pro- 
duced an  income  of  202/.  per  annum,  and 
the  premises  which  were  in  the  occupation 
of  the  master  were  of  the  value  of  about  661. 
per  annum,  and  of  a  sum  of  601, 10s,  stock 
in  the  3/.  per  cents. 
-  Adowager  Duchess  of  Somerset  had  found- 


ed several  exhibitions,  to  which  the  scholars 
at  this  school  were  eligible,  and  there  were 
now  eighteen  scholarships  at  the  University 
of  Oxford,  six  of  which  were  of  the  value  of 
521.  per  annum,  and  the  other  twelve  of 
361.  Ss,  per  annum,  and  six  scholarships  at 
Cambridge  of  the  value  of  251,  per  annum. 
The  scholars  were  chosen  by  the  colleges 
from  the  schools  of  Marlborough,  Manches- 
ter, and  Hereford :  but  no  boys  from  Marl- 
borough school  were  at  present  in  the 
enjoyment  of  any  of  these  scholarships. 

Since  the  passing  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4. 
c.  76,  the  mayor  and  common  council  of 
Marlborough  had  ceased  to  act  as  visitors  of 
the  school.  The  right  of  nominating  the 
schoolmaster  was  now  vested  in  the  Marquis 
of  Aylesbury,  who  had  appointed  the  present 
master  in  1828.  The  number  of  free  scho- 
lars in  the  school  was,  at  present,  iive ;  the 
number  of  boarders  twenty-three,  and  the 
number  of  weekly  boarders  one.  The  board- 
ers were  the  sons  of  gentlemen  who  were 
unconnected  with  the  town  of  Marlborough. 
The  free  scholars  were  taught  Latin  and 
Gheek  gratuitously,  but  for  an  English  edu- 
cation, which  they  received  in  addition,  they 
paid  five  guineas  per  annum. 

The  petition  prayed,  that  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, as  visitor  of  the  said  school  in  right  of 
the  Crown,  would  give  proper  directions  for 
enforcing  such  of  the  existing  statutes  as 
were  applicable  to  the  present  time,  and  for 
making  such  new  statutes  for  the  manage- 
ment of  the  school  as  were  necessary,  and 
to  appoint  permanent  governors  residing  in 
or  near  Marlborough ;  or  if  the  Lord  Chancel- 
lor thought  it  uncertain  in  whom  the  powers 
of  visitor  to  the  said  school  were  now  vested, 
that  His  Lordship  would,  under  the  3  &  4 
Vict.  c.  77,  appoint  some  proper  person  pro 
hdc  vice  to  exercise  the  powers  of  visitor,  and 
that  the  present  system  of  education  might 
be  extended  within  the  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  said  act  to  the  other  branches  of 
science  and  literature,  which  were  necessary 
to  qualify  boys  for  admission  to  the  univer- 
sities, with  a  view  to  the  learned  professions, 
and  to  prepare  them  for  the  superior  trades 
and  for  mercantile  business;  and  for  a  refer- 
ence to  the  Master  (if  necessary)  to  settle  a 
scheme  for  the  extension  of  the  system  of 
education,  and  the  application  of  the  present 
revenues  of  the  school  in  such  manner  as  to 
render  it  most  efiicient ;  and  that  two  new 
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trustees  mig^t  be  appointed  tmder  tlie5  &  6 
Wm.  4.  c.  76. 

The  petitioii  was  first  mentaoned  in  No- 
yember  1842,  when  it  was  suggested  by  Mr» 
RomUlyj  who  appeared  for  the  three  trus- 
tees who  had  not  joined  in  the  petition,  that 
the  master  of  the  school,  and  the  Marquis  of 
Aylesbury,  as  patron,  ought  to  be  served 
with  the  petition,  and  it  was  ordered  to 
stand  oyer  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  CoUku  appeared  in 
support  of  the  petition ;  and 

Sir  Charles  ffetherell,  on  behalf  of  the 
master,  and  the  patron  the  Marquis  of  Ayles- 
bury, 

Mr.  RandUy,  on  behalf  of  the  three  trus- 
tees, and 

Mr.  Speedy  for  the  corporation  of  Mad- 
borough,  opposed  it, 

In  the  affidavit  of  the  present  master, 
it  was  stated,  that  the  course  of  education 
at  the  school  comprised  instruction  in  di- 
vinity, in  Greek  and  Latin  cla8«ifs>  and 
ancient  and  modem  history,  ancient  and 
modem  geogra|^y,  English  oompositiany 
writing,  arithmetic,  algebra,  and  mathema- 
tics :  for  which  the  scholars  paid  the  annual 
sum  of  five  guineas  each. 

The  amount  which  the  Master  had  re- 
ceived firom  the  trustees  since  18379  ^^ 
about  98^.  per  annum. 

In  support  of  the  argument,  that  the 
mayor  and  burgesses  of  Marlb<»oi^h  were 
still  authorised  to  make  regulations  for  the 
school,— 

TheAttometf  General  v.  the  Corpora^ 

turn  ofNewburyy  1  C.P.  Coop.  72. 
In  re  Oxford  ChariHes,  S  Myl.  &  Cr. 
2S9,  were  cited. 

Upon  the  point  that  the  Crown  was  visitor,— 

Eden  V.  Foster,  2  P.  Wms.  326. 

The  King  v.  the  Master  and  Fellows  of 

St.  Catherine*s  Hallf  Cambridge^  4 

Term  Rep.  233. 

And  upon  the  question  of  costs, — 

The  Attorney  General  v.  Sheamuin^  2 

Beav.  104. 
The  Attorney  General  v.    CnOmmy   1 

Keen,  104 ;  s.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 

Chanc.  220. 

Nov.  3. — The  Loed  Chancellor.—- 
This  school  was  established  under  the  au- 


thority of  letters  patent,  granted  by  King 
Edward  the  Sixth,  and  is,  by  the  ei^piesa 
terms  of  the  foundation,  a  grmnmiar  school. 
The  petitioners  are  desirous  that  a  more 
extended  system  of  education  should  be 
introduced;  and  that,  in  addition  to  the 
learned  languages,  scholars  should^  at 
the  expense  of  the  charity,  be  instruct- 
ed in  other  branches  of  knowledge.  If 
the  funds  of  the  charity  were  more  than 
sufficient  for  the  adequate  siq>port  of  thia 
establishment  as  a  grammar  school,  that  is, 
a  school  for  teaching  the  learned  languages, 
I  should  feel  no  difficulty  in  acceding  to  this 
part  of  the  prayer  of  Uie  petition,  and  in 
refeiring  it  to  the  Master  to  approve  of  a 
proper  scheme  for  giving  effect  to  the  ob- 
jects of  the  petitioners.  But  the  income  of 
the  charity,  inclusive  of  the  annual  value  of 
the  buildmgs,  amounts  only  to  225/.  a  3rear, 
and  that  is  not,  I  think,  more  than  sufficient 
for  the  support  of  the  sduml  in  its  present 
fonn,  that  is,  as  a  grammar  school,  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  the  foundation.  I  think, 
tluBrefore,  I  ought  not  to  withdraw  any  part 
of  the  funds  from  the  objects  to  which  Uiey 
are  at  present  appropriated,  for  in  so  doing 
I  should  contravene  the  intentian  of  the 
founders  of  the  charity.  I  am  the  less  in- 
clined to  inteifero  in  this  case,  because  it 
appears,  that  since  the  estaUishmoit  of  the 
school,  various  exhibitions  havebeen  founded 
for  the  benefit  of  the  scholars,  by  the  bene- 
volence of  the  Duchess  Dowager  of  Somer- 
set. Those  exhibitions  are  to  Brasennose 
College,  in  the  University  of  Oxford,  and 
St.  John's  College,  in  Uie  University  of 
Cambridge.  They  are  twenty-four  in  num- 
ber, and  the  scholars  are  to  be  elected  by 
the  coU^^  firom  this  school,  and  from  those 
of  Manchester  and  Hereford.  I  think,  if  I 
were  to  accede  to  the  prayer  of  the  petition, 
and  apply  the  scanty  funds  ef  this  charity 
in  the  manner  proposed,  there  would  be 
reason  to  apprehend  that  the  school  would 
eventually  lose  its  foir  proportion  of  the 
benefits  of  thoae  exhibitions.  There  is  no 
complaint  made  against  the  master.  He  is 
admitted  to  be  well  qualified  for  his  situa- 
tion, and  to  discharge  the  duties  of  it  with 
industry  and  ability  upon  the  system  of 
instruction  prescribed  by  the  foundation. 
He  has,  for  a  small  pecuniary  consideration, 
namely,  fine  guineas  a  year,  added  instruc- 
tion in  the  various  branches  of  Knglish  lite- 
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ntme  and  ariflimetic.  It  is  said,  diat  out  of 
the  twenty-nine  scholars,  ^ve  only  are  free 
scholars  of  the  town.  The  master  is  ex- 
pressly authorized  to  receive  the  sons  of 
strangen,  provided  he  does  not  neglect  (and 
this  is  not  imputed  to  him)  the  education 
of  Uiose  who  belong  to  the  town.  The 
inhabitants  may,  if  tibey  think  proper,  have 
their  sons  well  educated  gratoitoudy  in  the 
learned  languages  and  in  writing,  and  fur- 
ther, in  English  literature  and  arithmetic,  for 
the  small  annual  payment  of  five  guineas. 
There  appears  to  me,  therefore,  to  be  no  rea- 
sonable ground  for  complaint,  and  I  consider 
I  should  not  be  justified  in  acceding  to  this 
part  of  the  prayer  of  the  petition. 

It  is  further  prayed,  that  as  two  of  the 
tmstees,  appointed  under  the  authority  of 
the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  are  dead, 
two  new  trustees  may  be  appointed  to  sup- 
ply their  places.  The  original  number  was 
t?^ve.  There  is  no  sufficient  reason  why, 
on  the  death  of  two  trustees  out  of  twelve, 
an  application  should  be  noade  to  the  Court, 
at  the  expense  of  the  charity,  to  supply  the 
vacancy.  No  special  ground  has  been  stated, 
and  it  is  proper,  for  &e  protection  of  these 
charitable  establishments,  not  to  encourage 
such  applications. 

There  is  no  ground  whatever  for  appoint- 
ing a  spedal  visitor.  The  prayer  of  the 
petition  must  therefore  be  refused,  and  I 
think  with  costs. 

Petition  dismissed,  with  costs,  ta- 
cluding  the  costs  of  the  Attorney 
General, 


M 

Nov 


.R.     \ 

V.  8.  J 


ALLBN  9.  THORP. 


Settlement — Construction — Executors  or 
Administrators — Next-of-Kin — Trustees — 
Costs. 

The  nliimate  trusts  in  a  marriage  settle^ 
rnent  were^  that  if  there  shoukl  he  no  child 
of  the  marriage,  who,  being  a  son,  should 
attain  the  age  of  twentg^one  gears,  or  being  a 
daughter  should  attain  thai  age  or  be  married 
ui^  such  consent  as  therein  mentioned,  the 
trustees  should,  after  the  decease  of  the  hus" 
hand  and  wife,  transfer  the  trust  monies  unto 
ttuh  person  or  persons,  and  for  such  intents 


and  purposes,  as  the  wife,  notwithstanding  the 
ifOended  coverture,  by  will  or  codicil,  or  if 
she  should  survive  her  husband,  by  any  deed 
or  instrument  <tfter  the  decease  of  her  hus^ 
hand,  or  by  her  last  wiU,  should  appoint;  and 
in  default  of  such  appoiniment,  unto  the  exe- 
cutors or  administrators  of  the  wife.  The 
wife  died,  not  having  executed  the  power  of 
appointment,  leaving  her  husband  and  a 
daughter,  the  only  issue  of  the  marriage,  her 
surviving ;  the  daughter  afterwards  died  at 
the  age  of  fifteen  years,  without  having  mar^ 
ried,  and  the  husband  took  out  letters  of 
administration  to  his  deceased  wife  and 
daughter: — Held,  that  he,  and  not  the  next* 
of  "kin  of  the  wife,  was  absolutely  entitled  to 
the  trust  fund. 

One  of  the  trustees  of  a  marriage  settle^ 
ment  was  refused  his  costs  as  defendant  in  a 
suit,  where  he  had  severed  from  his  co^trus^ 
tee,  and  had  refused  to  act  in  conformity  to 
a  decision  of  the  Court,  where  the  ctrcttm- 
stances  were  analogous  to  those  in  respect  of 
which  he  was  required  to  join  with  his  co* 
trustee  in  transferring  a  fund  to  the  plaintiff., 
Bulmer  v.  Jay(l)  and  Daniel  v.  Dudley  (2) 
considered., 

By  indenture  of  settlemmt,  dated  the  ISth 
of  March  182S,  and  made  between  Munde- 
ford  Allen  of  the  first  part,  Eliza  Rush  of 
the  second  part,  and  John  Thorp  and  Ed- 
ward Griffin  of  the  third  part,  a  sum  of 
3,000/.  was  assigned  by  Eliza  Rush  to  the 
parties  of  the  thud  part,  in  trust,  after  the 
intermarriage  of  the  parties  of  the  first  and 
second  parts,  and  during  their  joint  lives,  to 
pay  the  dividends  to  E.  Rush,  or  to  her 
appointment,  for  her  own  sole  and  sepa- 
rate use,  exclusive  of  her  husband,  and 
after  the  decease  of  such  one  of  them, 
the  said  husband  and  wife,  as  should  first 
depart  this  life,  then  to  pay  the  dividends 
to  the  survivor  of  them  during  his  or  her 
natural  life,  and  from  and  after  the  decease 
of  the  survivor  of  them,  upon  trust,  if  there 
should  be  any  child  or  children  of  the 
said  marriage,  to  transfer  the  trust  monies  to 
such  one  child,  or  to  or  among  such  two 
or  more  of  the  children  of  the  said  marriage, 
as  the  husband  and  wife  jointly  by  deed 
should  appoint,  and,  in  default  thereof,  as 

(1)  8Myl.&K.  197. 

(2)  1  Ph.  1. 
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the  survivor  of  them,  by  deed  or  will,  should 
appoint,  and  for  want  of  such  appointment, 
and  subject  thereto,  if  there  should  be  only 
one  such  child,  the  said  trust  monies  to  be 
a  vested  interest  in  such  only  child,  if  a 
son,  at  his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or,  if  a 
daughter,  at  her  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or 
on  Uie  day  of  her  marriage  vdth  such  consent 
as  therein  mentioned;  and  if  there  should  be 
two  or  more  such  children,  then,  in  default 
of  such  appointment  as  aforesaid,  the  same 
trust  monies  to  be  assigned  among  such 
children  in  equal  shares,  to  be  vested  inter- 
ests in  sons  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
and  in  daughters  at  that  age  or  marriage 
with  such  consent  as  therein  mentioned; 
provided,  that  if  there  should  be  no  child  of 
the  marriage,  who,  being  a  son,  should  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or,  being  a 
daughter,  should  attain  that  age  or  be  mar- 
ried with  such  consent  as  therein  mentioned, 
then  the  said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the 
time  being  should,  after  the  decease  of 
the  survivor  of  the  husband  and  wife, 
transfer  the  said  trust  monies  unto  such 
person  or  persons  as  the  wife,  notwith- 
standing her  said  intended  coverture,  by  her 
last  will,  or  any  codicil  thereto,  or  if  she 
should  survive  her  intended  husband,  by 
any  deed  or  deeds  to  be  executed  and  attested 
as  therein  mentioned,  after  the  decease  of  the 
intended  husband,  or  by  her  last  will  and 
testament,  or  any  codicil  thereto  executed 
and  attested  as  therein  mentioned,  shoidd 
appoint,  and  in  de&ult  of  such  direction  or 
appointment,  and  subject  thereto,  unto  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  the  said  Eliza 
Rush. 

The  marriage  was  duly  solemnized,  and 
the  wife  diedin  1827,withouthavingexecuted 
any  of  the  powers  of  appointment  reserved  to 
her  by  the  indenture  of  settlement,  and  in- 
testate, leaving  a  daughter,  her  only  issue, 
and  her  husband  surviving  her.  The  daugh- 
ter died  on  the  5th  of  May  1841,  at  the  age 
of  fifteen  years,  without  having  been  mar- 
ried, leaving  her  father  surviving,  who  took 
out  letters  of  administration  to  his  deceased 
wife  and  daughter  respectively.  Application 
was  then  made  by  the  husband  to  the  trus- 
tees to  transfer  the  trust  funds  to  him  abso- 
lutely, which  Griffin  was  willing  to  do,  but 
the  other  trustee  refused.  A  bill  having 
been  filed  by  the  husband  against  the  trus- 
tees, stating  the  above  &ct8,  the  trustees 


severed  in  their  defence,  the  defendant 
Griffin,  by  his  answer,  submitting  to  transfer 
the  trust  funds  to  the  husband,  the  other 
defendant.  Thorp,  by  his  answer,  stating  that 
he  had  been  advised  by  counsel  that  it  was 
very  doubtful  whether  the  limitation  con- 
tained in  the  settlement  in  default  of  the 
appointments  therein  mentioned,  to  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  the  wife, 
operated  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  as  her 
husband  and  administrator,  or  in  &vour  of 
the  next-of-kin  of  the  wife,  and  that  it  was 
also  doubtful  whether  the  words  of  limitation 
used  in  the  settlement  denoted  the  next-of- 
kin  living  at  the  decease  of  the  wife,  (in 
which  case  they  would  apply  to  the  daugh- 
ter, who  died  shortly  after  her  mother's 
decease,)  or  whether  they  designated  next- 
of-kin  of  the  wife  who  should  be  living  when 
the  preceding  trusts  failed ;  and  further  stat- 
ing that  he  had  been  advised  by  counsel 
that,  in  consequence  of  such  doubts  as  afore- 
said, the  trustees  of  the  settlement  could 
not  safely  transfer  the  trust  funds  without  a 
concurrent  discharge  from  the  administrator 
of  the  deceased  wife,  from  the  administrator 
of  her  deceased  daughter,  and  from  the  col- 
lateral next-of-kin,  or  without  the  direction 
of  the  Court. 

Mr,  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  Rogers, 
for  the  plaintiff,  contended,  that  the  limita- 
tion to  the  executors  or  administrators  of 
the  wife  was  to  be  construed  as  re-vesting 
the  ultimate  interest  in  the  wife  herself,  in 
the  nature  of  her  old  or  ultimate  reversion ; 
and  that  the  prior  interests  limited  to  the 
children,  if  they  had  taken  effect  in  any  one 
child,  would  have  exhausted  the  whole  in- 
terest in  the  fund,  but  yet  the  father,  as 
next-of-kin,would  not  have  been  excluded ; 
that  if  the  words  "  executors  or  administra- 
tors** were  to  be  construed  "  next-of-kin," 
they  must  mean  the  next-of-kin  at  the  death 
of  the  settlor,  t.  e.  her  daughter.  Daniel  v. 
Dudley,  to  which  the  attention  of  the  de- 
fendant's counsel  had  been  directed  before 
the  filing  of  the  bill,  was  cited  for  the  plaintiff 
as  directly  in  point ;  also  Pearce  v.  Fincent 
(3),  in  which  case  the  Judges  in  the  common 
law  courts  were  opposed  to  the  opinion  of 
Sir  John  Leach. 

(3)  2  Mjl.  &  K.  800;  a.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chanc  W. 
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Mr,  George  Turner  and  Mr,  Younge^  for 
the  defendant  Thorp,  contended,  that  the 
limitation  to  the  executors  or  administrators 
of  the  wife  meant  her  next-of-kin  other  than 
her  daughter,  that  limitation  being  preceded 
not  only  by  a  testamentary  power,  to  be 
exercised  by  her  during  coverture,  but  also 
by  a  power  to  be  exercised  by  deed  or  will, 
in  the  event  of  her  surviving  her  husband, 
the  introduction  of  which  power  would  be 
very  singular  if  it  were  intended  that  she 
should  take  the  absolute  interest  under  the 
ultimate  trust,  to  transfer  the  fund  to  her 
executors  or  administrators ;  that  there  were 
many  cases  in  the  books  where  '*  executors 
or  administrators"  had  been  held  to  mean 
next-of-kin;  that  Daniel  v.  Dudley  was 
only  a  declaration ;  and  that  Buhner  v.  /ay, 
and  Briden  v.  Hewlett  (4),  were  authorities 
in  favour  of  the  words  "executors  or  ad- 
ministrators'* being  construed  next-of-kin. 

Mr,  Walpole  appeared  for  the  defendant 
Griffin. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  observ- 
ing that  the  construction  to  be  put  on  the 
words  "executors  or  administrators"  was 
quite  settled  by  the  case  of  Daniel  v.  Dudley^ 
said  that  it  was  matter  of  argtunent,  in  every 
case  of  that  kind,  what  was  meant  by  the 
limitation  in  question ;  that,  in  the  present 
case,  the  plaintiff  was  clearly  entitled  to  the 
fimd,  either  in  right  of  the  wife  or  of  the 
daughter;  that,  as  to  costs,  His  Lordship 
must  regard  the  difficult  situation,  no  doubt, 
m  which  trustees  were  placed,  and  also  the 
circumstance  of  the  defendant  Thorp  having 
taken  the  advice  of  counsel,  and  acted  on  it ; 
but  still  the  decision  in  Daniel  v.  Dudley  hav- 
ing been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  de- 
fendant Thorp,  and  there  being  only  one  case 
—that  of  Bvlmer  v.  Jay — to  be  cited  against 
it,  in  which  the  learned  Lord  who  decided 
that  case,  added  a  clause  that  made  the  case 
in  conformity,  as  it  were,  with  the  decision 
in  Daniel  v.  Dudley ^  His  Lordship  felt  him- 
self bound  to  refuse  the  defendant  Thorp  his 
costs,  but  the  defendant  Grriffin  was  to  be 
paid  his  costs. 

(4)  2  Myl.  &  K.  90;  s.  c.  1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Cli&Bc.  114. 


v.c.      ^ 

July  29,  1842.  ^  Campbell   v,    brown- 

L.C.  C  RIOQ  (1). 

Jan,  12,  1843.3 

L  egacy —  Construction . 

A  testator  bequeathed  to  his  daughter  a 
pecuniary  legacy^  to  be  employed  for  heruse^ 
as  follows: — the  principal  to  be  invested^ 
and  the  interest  paid  to  his  daughter  during 
her  life,  and  after  her  decease  the  principal 
was  to  become  the  property  of  her  children. 
The  daughter  died  without  issue: — Held^ 
(reversing  the  decision  of  the  Court  beloWf) 
that  the  executors  of  the  daughter,  and  not 
the  residuary  legatees  of  the  testator,  were 
entitled  to  the  fund, 

Lionel  Hook,  a  captain  in  the  service  of 
the  East  India  Company,  by  his  will,  dated 
the  21st  of  February  1806,  bequeathed  part 
of  his  personal  estate  as  follows  :<— *'  I  be- 
queath to  my  daughter  Isabella  Hook,  now 
residing  with  me  at  Fort  William,  in  Bengal, 
the  sum  of  Calcutta  sicca  rupees  50,000, 
to  be  employed  for  her  use  in  the  following 
manner,  viz.  the  principal  of  the  aforesaid 
sum  of  50,000  sicca  rupees  is  to  be  invested 
in  paper  of  the  Honourable  the  East  India 
Company,  bearing  interest  at  8/.  per  cent, 
per  annum,  payable  half-yearly,  or  in  such 
other  paper  of  the  East  India  Company  as 
my  executors  may  deem  to  be  more  advan- 
tageous for  my  said  daughter  I.  Hook. 
The  interest  accruing  on  the  aforesaid  prin- 
cipal sum  of  50,000  sicca  rupees,  is  to  be 
paid  to  my  said  daughter  I.  Hook,  for  her 
sole  and  entire  use,  r^^larly,  as  it  shall 
become  due,  either  in  India  or  Great  Bri- 
tain, or  wherever  my  said  daughter  I.  Hook 
may  choose  to  reside.  The  principal  of  the 
said  sum  of  sicca  rupees  50,000  is  to  be 
kept  and  continued  entire,  in  paper  of  the 
Honourable  the  East  India  Company,  or  to 
be  vested  in  stock  in  the  English  govern- 
ment funds,  should  such  a  measure  appear 
to  my  executors  to  be  advisable  and  proper; 
in  eiUier  case,  that  is,  whether  the  aforesaid 
principal  sum  of  50,000  sicca  rupees  shall 
be  vested  in  the  funds  of  the  East  India 
Company,  or  in  the  funds  of  the  English 
government,  the  interest  accruing  on  the 

(1)  Tb«  j advent  in  this  case  was  forwarded  to 
the  parties  during  the  long  vacation,  in  1843. 
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said  principal  sum  of  sicca  rupees  50,000 
is  to  be  regularly  paid  to  my  said  daughter 
I.  Hook,  to  be  used  and  appropriated  in 
whatever  manner  and  to  whatever  purpose 
she  shall  think  proper.  It  is  my  intention 
and  desire,  that  the  said  interest,  on  the 
aforesaid  sum  of  sicca  rupees  50,000,  shall 
be  regularly  paid  to  my  said  daughter 
I.  Hook,  during  her  lifetime.  In  the  event 
of  the  marriage  of  my  said  daughter  I.  Hook, 
and  of  her  having  a  child  or  children,  the 
aforesaid  principal  sum  of  sicca  rupees 
50,000  is  to  become  tlie  property  of  the  diild 
or  children  of  my  aforesaid  daughter  I.  Hook, 
after  the  death  of  my  said  daughter  I.  Hook, 
to  be  equally  divided  amongst  them;  or 
should  there  be  only  one  child,  dien  the  whole 
of  the  principal  sum  of  sicca  rupees  50,000 
is,  after  the  death  of  my  said  daughter,  to 
become  the  property  of  that  child.  It  is, 
however,  my  will  and  intention,  that  the 
interest  on  the  whole  of  the  principal  of 
50,000  rupees  aforesaid,  shall  be  regularly 
paid  to  my  aforesaid  daughter  I.  Hook 
during  her  lifetime,  whether  she  shall  marry 
or  otherwise."  And  after  giving  certain 
pecuniary  legacies,  the  testator  bequeathed 
all  his  residuary  estate  to  be  equally  divided 
between  his  daughter  I.  Hook,  his  sister 
Mrs.  Charles  Fraser,  and  his  brother  Charles 
Hook,  share  and  share  alike. 

The  testator  made  a  codicil  to  his  vriU, 
dated  the  ISth  of  September  1807,  whereby, 
after  referring  to  another  l^^acy  given  by 
his  will,  he  expressed  himself  as  follows : — 
"  It  is  my  further  will  and  desire,  that  the 
sums  respectively  bequeathed  by  my  last 
will  above  expressed  and  recited  to  my 
daughter  I.  Hook,  my  sister  Mrs.  C.  Fraser, 
my  brother  C.  Hook,  my  niece  Harriet 
Fraser,  and  my  cousin  Mrs.  McGregor,  shall, 
in  the  event  of  the  death  of  either  of  tlie 
parties  before  mj  death,  become  the  joint 
property  of  my  daughter  I.  Hook,  my  sister 
Mrs.  C.  Fraser,  and  my  brother  C.  Hook, 
or  of  the  survivor  of  survivors  of  them,  share 
and  share  alike." 

The  testator  died  in  April  1808,  leaving 
his  three  residuary  legatees  all  living.  The 
sum  of  50,000  sicca  rupees  was  kept  invested 
in  proper  securities  of  the  East  India  Com- 
pany till  18S5,  when  it  was  paid  off  by  the 
company,  and  it  was  afterwards  invested  in 
the  3/.  per  cent,  consols,  according  to  a 
decree  made  in  this  suit,  which  had  been 


instituted  by  I.  Campbell  (formerly  I. 
Hook),  who  was  then  a  widow,  against  the 
personal  representatives  of  her  late  father, 
and  of  Mrs.  C.  Fraser,  and  of  Mr.  C.  Hook, 
both  of  whom  were  dead.  I.  Campbell  died 
in  December  1841,  without  having  ever  had 
any  child ;  and  a  petition  was  presented  by 
her  executors,  praying  that  the  trust  fund, 
6,613/.  13«.  lOd.  3Z.  per  cent,  consolidated 
bank  annuities,  might  be  transferred  to  them. 

Mr.  Teed  and  Mr,  Elderton  supported 
the  petition ;  and 

Mr,  K,  Parker  and  Mr,  CockereU  op- 
posed  it. 

Mr.  F.  J,  Hall  appeared  for  the  execu- 
tors of  Mr.  L.  Hook. — The  question  was, 
whether  I.  Campbell,  not  having  had  any 
children,  took  an  absolute  interest  in  thu 
legacy,  or  whether  she  was  merely  entitled  to 
the  income  arising  firom  it  during  her  life. 

The  following  cases  were  cited : — 

UarrUon  v.  Foreman^  5  Yes.  209. 
Smither  v.  WiUock,  9  Ibid.  233. 
WhUtell  V.  Dudin,  2  Jac.  &  Walk.  279. 
Sturgeu  v.  PeareoUf  4  Mad.  411. 
Riwjf  V.  Hardufiekf  2  Beav.  352. 
Ross  V.  Ross,  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  154. 

The  Vies  Chancellor  was  of  opinion, 
that  Mrs.  Campbell  took  a  life  interest  in 
the  trust  fund,  and  that  upon  her  decease 
it  became  divisible  among  the  three  resi- 
duary legatees. 

The  executors  of  Mrs.  Campbell  appealed 
from  this  decision. 

The  Lord  Chancsllor.*— 'The  testator, 
by  his  will,  gives  and  bequeaths  to  his 
daughter  I.  Hook  50,000  sicca  rupees,  to 
be  employed  for  her  use  in  the  following 
manner.  He  then  desires  the  principal  to 
be  invested  by  his  executors,  and  the  interest 
to  be  paid  to  her  during  her  life.  In  the 
event  of  her  marriage,  and  of  her  having  a 
child  or  children,  he  directs  that  the  prin- 
cipal shall,  on  the  death  of  his  daughter, 
become  the  property  of  such  child  or  chil- 
dren, and  if  there  shotdd  be  more  than  one 
child,  then  it  should  be  equally  divided 
between  them.  He  ftirther  directs,  tliat  the 
interest  shall  be  regularly  paid  to  his  daugh- 
ter during  her  life,  whetiker  she  shall  many 
or  otherwise.     I.  Hook,  the  daughter,  died 
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ever  having  had  a  child ;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  her  personal  represen- 
tadves  are  entitled  to  -  the  50,000  sicca 
ropees,  invested  according  to  the  directions 
of  the  testator,  or  whether  this  money  goes 
to  his  residuary  legatees.  I  think  the  per- 
sonal representatiyes  of  the  daughter  are 
entitled  to  the  fund.  The  testator  gives 
and  hequeaths  to  his  daughter  50,000  sicca 
rupees.  It  is  to  he  employed  for  her  use, 
and  he  directs  in  what  manner  it  shall  he 
so  employed.  It  is  to  he  invested  hy  his 
executors.  She  is  to  receive  the  interest 
during  her  life.  If  she  has  children,  they 
are  to  divide  the  principal  between  them 
after  her  death.  This  is  the  manner  in  which 
the  legacy,  given  to  his  daughter,  is  to  be 
employed  for  her  use.  There  are  no  fiirther 
directions.  To  this  extent  this  use  is  con* 
tronled,  but  no  itirther.  She  takes  the  gift 
subject  to  this  restriction ;  when  that  ceases, 
it  becomes,  or  rather  remains  by  virtue  of 
the  gift,  her  absolute,  tmfettered  property. 
Such  is  the  construction  I  put  upon  the 
bequest ;  and  if  I  am  right  in  this  interpre- 
tation, the  fund,  upon  the  facts  stated,  belongs 
to  the  petitioner. 

This  view  of  the  case  derives,  I  think, 
some  confirmation  from  other  parts  of 
the  will  and  of  the  codicil.  After  giving 
pecuniary  legacies  to  several  other  per- 
sons, he  proceeds  as  follows : — "  It  is 
my  fortiier  will  and  desire,  that  the  whole 
of  the  remainder  of  my  property  of  every 
kind  be  equally  divided  between  my 
daughter  I.  Hook,  my  sister  Mrs.  C.  Fraser, 
and  my  brother  C.  Hook,  share  and  share 
alike."  The  testator  having  previously 
enumerated  several  specific  sums,  when  he 
speaks  of  the  remainder  of  his  property  the 
natural  interpretation  is,  the  remainder,  ex- 
clusive of  these  specific  sums ;  which  would 
lead  to  the  conclusion,  that  he  considered 
he  had  disposed  of  them  absolutely.  The 
testator  also,  in  the  codicil,  thus  expresses 
himself: — **  It  is  my  further  will  and  desire, 
that  the  sums  respectively  beqneathed  by 
my  last  will,  above  expressed  and  recited, 
to  my  daughter  I.  Hook,  my  sister  Mrs. 
C.  Fraser,  my  brother  C.  Hook,  my  niece 
H.  Fraser,  and  ray  cousin  Mrs.  M'Gregor, 
the  legatees  to  whom  I  have  above  adverted, 
shall,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  either  of 
the  parties  before  my  death,  become  the  joint 
property  of  my  daughter  I.  Hook,  my  sister 
New  Series,  XIII.— Chanc. 


Mrs.  C.  Fraser,  and  my  brother  C.  Hook,  or 
of  the  survivor  or  survivors  of  them,  share 
and  share  alike."  He  speaks  of  all  these 
legacies  (I.  Hook's  among  the  rest),  as  sums 
bequeathed,  as  sums  absolutely  disposed  of, 
and  directs  how  they  shall  be  appropriated 
in  the  event  of  a  lapse  by  any  of  the  lega- 
tees dying  in  his  lifetime,  but  provides  for 
no  other  event.  Entertaining  the  impres- 
sion which  I  have  thus  stated,  as  to  the 
proper  construction  of  this  will,  I  must,  but 
with  sincere  respect  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Vice  Chancellor,  allow  this  appeal. 


APPLEBY  V.  DUKE. 


Insolvent  Debtor  —  Costs  —  Provisional 
Assignee — Foreclosure. 

A  provisional  assignee^  who  is  made  a  de^ 
fendant  to  a  foreclosure  suit^  is  not  entitled 
to  have  his  costs  from  the  plaintiff,  even 
though  he  disclaims  by  his  answer,  and  has 
no  assets  of  the  insolvents  estate  in  his  hands. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
Wigram,  V.C.,  which  will  be  found  reported 
in  11  Law  J,  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  194. 

The  suit  was  for  a  foreclosure.  One  of 
the  parties  interested  in  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion had  taken  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent 
Debtors  Act,  and  the  provisional  assignee, 
who  was  made  a  defendant,  put  in  his  an- 
swer, stating  that  he  did  not  claim  any  right 
or  interest  in  the  matters  in  question,  save 
such,  if  any,  as  might  be  vested  in  him  as 
such  assignee,  in  trust  for  the  creditors  of 
the  insolvent.  The  sole  question  was  as  to 
the  costs  of  the  provisional  assignee,  who 
had  received  no  assets  on  account  of  the 
insolvent's  estate. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  Wigram  having  de- 
cided, that  the  provisional  assignee  was  not 
entitled  to  his  costs,  he  appealed  from  that 
decision. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Follett  appeared  for 
the  appellant,  and 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr,  Chandless,  contra. 

In  addition  to  the  cases  cited  before  the 
Vice  Chancellor,  the  following  authorities 
were  referred  to  :— 

1  (^  2  Vict.  c.  110.  ss.  36,  37,  42,  45. 
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Greenwood  v.  Taylor,  1  Russ.  &  Myl. 

185. 
Mason  v.  Bogg,  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  443. 
Massey  v.  Moss,  1  Hare,  319;  s.  c.  11 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  299. 
Mountford  v.  Scott,  3  Mad.  40. 
Cash  V.  Belcher,  1  Hare,  310 ;  s.  c.  11 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  196. 
Tipping  v.  Power,   1   Hare,  405  ;  s.  c. 

1 1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  257. 
Beames  on  Costs,  41. 

Nov.  3. — The  Lord  Chancellor. — In 
this  case,  the  defendant,  Samuel  Sturgis,  as 
provisional  assignee  of  one  of  the  defendants 
under  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act,  was  made  a 
party  to  the  suit  by  supplemental  bill.  The 
suit  was  for  a  foreclosure,  and  the  defendant 
Sturgis  did  not  disclaim,  but  submitted  his 
interests  to  the  consideration  of  the  Court 
upon  being  indemnified  as  to  his  costs,  and 
he  stated  that  he  had  received  no  assets  of 
the  insolvent.  The  question  was,  whether  he 
was  entitled  to  have  his  costs  as  against  the 
mortgagee,  in  which  case  the  costs  would  be 
paid  by  the  mortgagee,  and  added  by  him  to 
the  amount  due  to  him  on  his  security.  The 
course  of  the  Court  has  been  formerly  to 
allow  such  costs.  In  Peake  v.  Gibbon  (1) 
they  were  allowed  by  Sir  J.  Leach.  The 
following  case  of  Woodward  v.  Haddon  (2) 
was  the  decision  of  the  Vice  Chancellor,  after 
consulting  with  the.  Lord  Chancellor  and 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Weaving  v.  Count 
(3)  followed  the  decision  in  Woodward  v. 
Haddon^  Otlier  cases  in  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer, but  not  reported,  were  cited  at 
the  bar.  The  attention  of  the  Court  was 
not  particularly  called  to  those  cases ;  but  in 
Boswell  V.  Tucker  (4)  the  present  Master  of 
the  Rolls  considered  himself  bound  by  the 
previous  decisions ;  and  he  added,  though  he 
did  not  understand  the  reasoning  upon  which 
the  decisions  were  made,  **  1  give  the  costs 
because  the  cases  authorize  it."  These 
cases  were  cited  before  Lord  Cottenham  in 
the  case  of  Hunter  v.  Pugh.  He  dissented 
from  them  in  principle,  and  did  not  consider 
himself  bound  by  the  decisions,  and  decided 
against  the  provisional  assignee.     Hunter  v. 

(n  2  Rubs.  &  Myl.  354. 

(2)  4  Sim.  606 ;  a.  c.  1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc. 
106. 

(3)  6  Ibid.  439 ;  s.  c.  3  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chaoc. 
148. 

(4-)  1  Beav.  493. 


Pugh  was  not  a  foreclosure  suit.  There  is 
a  more  recent  case  of  Hughes  v.  Kelly  (S\ 
before  Lord  Chancellor  Sugden,  in  which  he 
is  reported  to  have  said,  that  he  approved  of 
the  decision  in  Appleby  v.  Duke,  and  refused 
the  costs  of  a  provisional  assignee.  Such 
is  the  state  of  the  audiorities.  The  more 
recent  decisions,  therefore,  are  against  the 
claim  of  the  provisional  assignee,  and,  I  think, 
with  reason.  Why  should  the  mortgagee 
suffer  by  reason  of  the  mortgagor's  interest 
becoming  vested  in  another  person?  On 
what  principle  is  the  provisional  assignee, 
who  stands  in  the  place  of  the  mortgagor,  to 
be  entitled  to  costs,  when  the  mortgagor 
himself  would  not  be  entitled  ?  It  is  said,  he 
does  not  take  the  assignment  by  his  own 
act,  but  accepts  it  as  the  officer  of  Uie  Court ; 
but,  if  he  is  damaged,  the  legislature  must 
provide  a  remedy.  The  case  is  not  affected 
by  the  state  of  the  insolvent's  assets.  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed, 
but  without  costs. 


L.C.       ^ 
.  21,  23;  > 
bv.  17.    3 


CLARK  V,  WILMOT. 


Jan 
Nov 

Bankrupt — Costs — Official  Assignee, 

An  official  assignee  who  is  made  a  defen^ 
dant  to  a  foreclosure  suit,  is  not  eniiUed  to 
have  his  costs  from  the  plaintiff,  even  though 
by  his  answer  he  claimed  no  interest  except 
as  assignee,  and  disclaimed  at  the  hearing^ 
and  has  no  assets  of  the  bankrupt* s  estate  in 
his  hands. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
Vice  Chancellor  Knight  Bruce,  which  will 
be  found  reported  in  11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chanc.  16. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  a  mortgagee,  for 
the  purpose  of  establishing  the  priority  of 
his  security  against  the  mortgagor,  the  offi- 
cial assignee  of  another  incumbrancer  who 
had  become  bankrupt,  and  a  party  to  whom 
this  incumbrancer  had  assigned  his  security 
by  way  of  mortgage. 

The  official  assignee  put  in  an  answer 
claiming  no  interest  in  the  mortgaged  estate, 
except  such  (if  any)  as  was  vested  in  him 
as  official  assignee.  At  the  hearing  he  dis- 
claimed all  interest. 

(5)  2  Con.  &  Law.  223. 
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The  Vice  Chancellor  Knight  Brace  direct- 
ed that  the  assignee  should  be  dismissed, 
with  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  with 
a  reservation  as  to  the  party  on  whom  they 
were  ultimately  to  fall. 

The  plaintiff  appealed  firom  that  decision. 

Mr.  Stuart,  Mr,  Koe,  and  Mr,  Miller, 
appeared  for  the  appellant ;  and — 

Mr,  Simpkinson  and  Mr,  Stevenson,  for 
the  assignee. 

Nov.  17. — ^The  Lord  Chancellor  affirm- 
ed the  appeal  in  other  respects,  but  decided 
that  the  assignee  was  not  entitled  to  his 
costs ;  and  after  referring  to  the  preceding 
case  of  Appleby  v.  Duke,  he  stated  that  the 
practice  must  be  taken  to  be  settled  by  these 


M 

Nov 


,R.      / 
.  17.  \ 


EVANS  V,   DAVIES. 
EVANS  V,   EVANS. 


Sheriff —  Contempt  —  Form  of  Second 
Order  against  the  Sheriff  for  Contempt — 
CosU, 

A  sheriff  having  neglected  to  make  a  return 
to  a  writ  of  fieri  facias,  issued  out  of  this 
court,  directing  him  to  make  a  levy  of  a  sum 
of  money,  an  order  was  made  by  the  Court 
direeting  him  to  return  the  writ  forthwith. 
The  sheriff  being  in  contempt  for  not  return- 
ing the  writ,  the  Court  ordered  that  he  should 
mUhin  six  days  after  notice  of  the  order  of 
the  Court,  return  the  writ,  or  that  he  stand 
committed  to  the  Queen's  Prison,  and  that  he 
should  pay  the  costs  of  the  former  order  and 
of  the  present  application. 

Quaere — as  to  the  application  of  the  act 
3  &  4  WiU,  4.  c,  42.  s,  20.  to  courts  of 
equity. 

This  was  a  motion,  on  the  part  of  four 
of  the  defendants,  that  the  sheriff  of  Car- 
diganshire might  be  ordered  within  six  days 
after  notice  of  the  order  to  be  made  on  the 
present  motion,  to  return  the  writ  of  ^m 
facias,  that  had  been  directed  to  him, 
whereby  the  sheriff  was  commanded  to  levy 
of  the  goods  of  the  defendant,  David  Evans, 
the  sum  of  1002.  14«.  6d,,  with  interest  at 
4/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  from  the  11th  of 
July  1843,  or  in  default  thereof,  that  the 
sheriff  should  stand  committed  to  the 
Queen's  Prison,  for  contempt  in  not  obey- 


ing a  former  order  of  the  Court,  dated  the 
24th  of  October  last,  whereby  he  was 
ordered  forthwith  to  return  the  said  writ  of 
fieri  facias,  and  that  the  sheriff  might,  pur- 
suant to  the  notice  of  motion,  be  ordered  to 
pay  the  costs  of  that  order  and  of  the  present 
application. 

By  the  decree,  dated  the  1 1th  of  July 
1843,  the  defendant,  David  Evans,  was 
ordered,  on  or  before  the  23rd  of  August 
last,  to  pay  a  sum  of  1002.  \4s,  6d,,  in  equal 
moieties,  to  two  of  the  other  defendants. 
Payment  having  been  refused,  their  solicitor, 
on  the  2nd  of  October  last,  issued  a  writ  of 
fieri  facias  against  the  defendant,  David 
Evans,  to  compel  payment  by  him  of  the 
sum  in  question,  with  interest,  after  the  rate 
of  41,  per  cent,  per  annum,  from  the  date  of 
the  decree,  with  the  costs  of  the  writ,  besides 
the  sheriff's  fees ;  the  writ  was  forwarded  to 
the  under-sheriffs  of  Cardiganshire,  accom- 
panied by  proper  instructions,  and  was  exe- 
cuted by  one  of  the  under-sheriffs  on  the 
12th  of  October  last,  and  on  that  day  the 
amount  directed  to  be  levied  was  paid  to  that 
person .  On  the  1 6th  of  October,  application 
was  made  by  the  defendants'  solicitor  to  the 
under-sheriffs,  to  return  the  writ,  and  remit 
the  amount  levied.  No  answer  having  been 
sent  to  that  letter,  on  the  24th  of  October 
the  Court  made  an  order  against  the  sheriff 
for  the  return  of  the  writ  forthwith,  which, 
on  the  25th  of  October,  was  served  on 
Messrs.  M.  &  G,  who  acted  as  deputies  in 
London  to  the  under-sheriffs  of  Cardigan- 
shire. Since  that  time  several  applications 
had  been  made  to  Messrs.  M.  &  G,  but  nei- 
ther had  the  amount  levied  been  paid,  nor 
had  any  return  of  the  writ  been  made  at  the 
office  of  clerks  of  records  and  writs. 

The  only  question  was  as  to  the  form  of 
the  order  to  be  made  on  this  occasion, — 
vide  form  3.  of  the  Orders  of  Court  of  the 
10th  of  May  1839,  and  the  act  of  3  &  4 
Will.  4.  c.  42.  s.  20. 

Mr,  Goodeve,  in  support  of  the  applica- 
tion, cited  1  Smith's  Chanc.  Pr,  1 29,  and 
mentioned  two  forms  which  had  been  sup- 
plied by  Mr.  Walker,  the  registrar,  one  of 
which,  made  in  a  cause  of  Snell  v.  Waring, 
the  17th  of  July,  1767,  A,  1766,  fol.  293, 
was  as  follows : — "  Upon  motion,  &c,  it 
was  alleged  that,  by  an  order,  dated,  &c., 
suggesting  that  an  attachment  having  issued, 
&c.,  it  was  thereupon  ordered  that,  &c.,  that 
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the  sheriff  was  duly  served  in  the  said  order 
on  the        day  of  ,  and  at  the  same 

time  he  was  commanded  to  return  the  said 
attachment,  which  he  refused,  and  has  not 
yet  done.  It  was  therefore  prayed  that  the 
sheriff  of  may  stand  committed 

to  the  prison  of  the  Fleet,  for  not  obeying 
the  said  order,  whereupon  and  upon  hearing 
the  said  order  and  the  affidavit  of  read, 
It  is  ordered,  that  the  said  sheriff  do  return 
the  said  writ  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of 
August  next,  being  the  last  general  seal." 

In  the  other  case  Wyatt  v.  Austin  (13th 
of  May  1825),  the  order  of  the  Court  was, 
that  the  **  sheriff  do,  within  six  days  after 
notice  thereof,  return  the  said  writ  of  attach- 
ment so  directed  to  be  returned  by  him  as 
aforessdd,  or  in  default  thereof  that  the  said 
sheriff  do  stand  committed  to  His  Majesty's 
prison  of  the  Fleet.'* 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  made  the 
order  in  the  form  used  in  the  case  of  Wyait 
y.  Austin,  and  directed  the  sheriff  to  pay 
the  costs  of  the  former  and  present  order. 

On  the  defendants*  solicitor  proceeding  to 
draw  up  the  order,  the  registrar  suggested 
a  difficulty  arising  from  the  service  of  the 
order  of  the  24th  of  October  last,  having 
been  made  on  the  deputies  of  the  under- 
sheriffs  instead  of  the  under-sheriffs  them- 
selves, the  act  of  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  42.  s.  20, 
for  the  amendment  of  the  law,  being  sup- 
posed not  to  apply  to  the  service  of  writs 
issuing  out  of  tbe  courts  of  equity.  The 
matter  was  afterwards  amicably  arranged 
between  the  parties,  which  obviated  the  ne- 
cessity of  seeking  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
on  the  validity  of  the  objection. 


WlORAH 

July 

Nov 


IAM,V.C.") 

ily21;       V 
.  18,  24.  3 


CHURCH  V.  MARSH. 
SAME  V,  WHAITES. 


Pauper — Costs — Service  of  Order. 

Primd  facie,  a  party  is  entitled  to  the  bene- 
fit of  an  order  to  sue  in  formd  pauperis /rom 
the  date  of  obtaining  the  order,  and  not  merely 
from  the  date  of  the  service.  But  if  the 
pauper  has  been  guilty  of  such  delay  as  shews 
mala  fides,  ex.  gr.  not  serving  the  order  till 
the  suit  is  about  to  be  decided  against  him, 


the  Court  will  treat  this  as  a  fraud  o/n  itself 
and  will  hold  that  he  has  abandoned  the 
benefit  of  the  order  so  as  to  charge  him  with 
dives  costs. 

This  was  an  application  for  dives  costs 
against  a  pauper  plaintiff.  On  the  13th  of 
June  1843,  the  plaintiff  filed  his  bill  against 
the  defendant  Marsh,  and  on  the  14th  ob- 
tained the  common  order  for  liberty  to  sue 
in  formd  pauperis,  which  he  did  not  serve 
on  the  defendant  till  the  26th  of  June.  On 
the  24th  of  June  the  defendant  filed  a  de- 
murrer to  the  whole  bill,  which  the  plaintiff 
submitted  to,  by  not  setting  it  down  for 
argument  within  the  time  allowed  by  the 
34th  Order  of  the  26th  of  August  1841. 

Mr,  Romilly,  for  the  defendant,  now  moved 
that  the  plaintiff  might  be  ordered  to  pay  to 
the  defendant  such  part  of  the  costs  of  the 
suit  as  were  incurred  previous  to  the  26th 
of  June,  being  the  date  of  the  service  of  the 
order  to  sue  in  formd  pauperis.  He  con- 
tended, that  the  order  was  inoperative  till 
service,  and  after  service  would  not  operate 
retrospectively— 

LorimerY,  Lorimer,  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  284. 

Young  v.  Smith,  3  Mad.  196. 

Peace  v.  Hodgson,  7  Sim.  347. 

Taylor  v.  Harrison,  8  Sim.  21 :  affirm- 
ed on  appeal,  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  274. 

Dearman  v.  Wyche,  4  Myl.  8c  Cr.  550 ; 
8.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (m.s.)  Chanc.  76. 

Petty  V.  Lonsdale,  Ibid.  545 ;  s.  c.  9 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  107. 

Leyburn  v.  Green,  2  Russ.  577. 

Bramston  v.  Carter,  2  Sim.  458. 

Anon.  7  Ves.  222. 

Partridge  v.  Haycraft,  11  Ves.  570. 

Job  V.  Barker,  2  Swanst.  255. 

Askew  V.  Peddle,  10  Sim.  182. 

Doe  d.  Ellis  y,  Owen,  lOMee.  &  Wels. 
514;  B.C.  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Exch.  53. 

Davenport  v.  Davenport,  1  Phil.  124 ; 
B.  c.  1 1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  325. 

Mr,  C,  P,  Cooper,  contra. 

WiGRAM,  V.C. — An  order  obtained  by 
the  plaintiff  to  amend,  postpones  the  defen- 
dant's next  move.  But  if  the  defendant  has  no 
notice  of  the  order,  he  is  perfectly  regular  in 
taking  the  next  step  according  to  ihe  practice. 
When  the  Court  says,  ^n  order  is  a  nullity 
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antil  served,  it  means  in  this  sense,  that  if 
the  defendant  takes  a  step  before  it  is  served, 
the  plaintiff's  order  cannot  be  acted  upon ; 
because  the  defendant  has  regularly  taken  a 
step  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  plaintiff's 
order.  If  in  this  case  anything  had  been 
done  inconsistent  with  the  plaintiff's  order, 
I  should  follow  the  principle  of  those  cases. 
But  that  is  not  suggested.  If  the  order  then 
is  served  with  reasonable  diligence,  I  cannot 
see  why  it  should  not  take  effect  from  the 
date.  There  is  no  rule  of  practice  against 
it.  At  the  same  time,  if  the  plaintiff  kept 
it  in  his  pocket  for  a  long  time,  so  that  the 
defendant  had  been  improperly  led  into  ex- 
pense in  consequence  of  his  not  being  served 
with  it,  the  Court  might  hold  that  the 
plaintiff  had  abandoned  his  order ;  though 
I  cannot  allow  that  any  distinction  could 
properly  be  established  between  the  costs  of 
a  dives  and  a  pauper  suit.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  facts  of  this  case  to  raise  that  question. 
I  must  hold,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  has 
not  lost  the  benefit  of  the  order  to  sue  m 
fomd  paitperia. 

Motion  refused,  with  costs. 

The  second  suit,  of  Church  v.  Whaites, 
was  an  equitable  ejectment  bill  by  the  same 
plaintiff  as  in  the  former  suit,  suing  informd 
paMperis,  A  demurrer  was  filed  to  the 
whole  bill,  and  on  the  18th  of  November 
1843,  was  allowed  on  argument. 

Mr,  RomiUy,  for  the  demurrer,  then  ap- 
plied for  the  costs  of  the  suit,  on  the  ground, 
that  the  order  to  sue  informd  pauperis  had 
never  been  served,  and  he  cited  Ballard  v. 
Catling  (^X). 

Mr,  Watson,  contri^. 

Nov.  24. — WiQRAM,  V.C. — I  have  made 
extensive  inquiries  into  the  practice  in  cases 
of  this  nature.  In  the  case  before  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  Ballard  v.  Catling,  the 
party  had  obtained  an  order  to  sue  informd 
pauperis,  and  had  prosecuted  the  suit  to  the 
last  moment,  without  disclosing  the  order  he 
had  obtained,  and  then  produced  the  order, 
and  wished  to  be  exempted  from  costs ;  and 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  considering  the 
matter  to  be  in  the  diKretion  of  the  Court, 
refused  to  allow  him  the  benefit  of  the  order. 


(1)  S  Ke«n,  606;   g.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chne.  186. 


I  should  follow  that  decision  in  a  similar 
case.  The  rule  of  the  Court  is  settled  by 
the  cases  of  Rattray  v.  George  (2),  Roberts 
V.  Llogd  (3),  Stafford  v.  Higginbotham  (4), 
that  where  a  pauper  succeeds  it  is  discretion- 
ary in  the  Court  to  give  him  either  dives 
or  pauper  costs.  If  the  pauper  is  allowed 
to  keep  the  order  in  his  pocket,  he  will  take 
dives  costs,  if  successful ;  if  he  fiuls,  he  will 
claim  the  benefit  of  the  order  to  protect  him 
from  costs.  That  would  be  a  fraud  on  the 
Cotirt.  The  other  party  also  has  a  right  to 
know  that  he  is  contending  with  a  pauper. 
•In  such  a  case  I  should  follow  Lord  Lang- 
dale's  rule.  But  there  is  no  jvlepositivi 
juris  laid  down  by  Judges,  and  no  practice 
known  to  the  officers  of  the  Court,  to  lead 
to  the  supposition  that  the  order  is  inopera- 
tive until  service.  Where  a  case  occurs  in 
which  there  is  no  possibility  of  mala  fides 
(though  I  should  reserve  to  myself  a  dis- 
cretion), I  should  hold  that  primd  facie  a 
pauper  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
order  from  the  date  of  obtaining  it.  In  this 
case  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  evi- 
dence of  mala  fides;  the  defendant  appeared 
and  put  in  a  demurrer  directly.  If,  however, 
the  defendant  wishes  to  ai^e  the  question 
oi  mala  fides,  he  may  have  it  put  in  the 
paper  to  be  spoke  to  on  that  point. 


M.R.       1 
Nov.  10,  17./ 


EDMONDS  V.  PEAKE. 


Executor —  Laches — Liability — Deposit 
— Auctioneer's  Insolvency — Agency, 

An  auctioneer,  in  good  credit  and  extent 
sive  business,  was  employed  by  executors  to  sell 
the  testator's  leasehold  estates.  Owing  to  ob» 
jections  raised  by  the  purchasers*  solicitors,  the 
purchases  were  not  completed  until  six  months 
afterwards.  On  the  day  on  which  the  pur^ 
chases  were  completed,  the  auctioneer  failed 
to  attend  or  to  account  for  the  deposit  monies 
in  his  hands,  but  shortly  afterwards  admitted 
to  the  executors  his  inability  to  pay  the  amount 
due  from  him,  in  respect  of  such  deposits,  and 
promised  to  pay  the  same  shortly,  out  of 

(2)  16  Ves.  232. 

(3)  2  Bea.  376 ;  8.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chaoc. 
115. 

(4)  2  Keen,  147;   e.  o.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
ChaDc.  814.— Vide  1  Dan.  Ch,  Pr.  47,  et  seq. 
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monies  coming  to  him  in  respect  of  a  sale  of 
large  property ^  which  he  was  about  to  effect. 
The  executors f  hy  the  advice  of  their  solicit 
torSf  did  not  issue  legal  process  against  the 
auctioneer  until  two  months  after  the  time 
appointed  for  the  completion  of  the  purchases, 
when  it  was  found  that  the  defendant,  being 
in  insolvent  circumstances,  had  absconded : 
— Held,  that  the  executors  were  not  liable  to 
make  good  the  loss  sustained  by  the  auc- 
tioneer's insolvency. 

The  bill  was  filed,  seeking  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  estate  of  John  Peake,  deceased, 
and  by  the  decree,  dated  the  16th  of  Febru- 
ary 1836,  the  Master  (jnter  alia)  was 
directed  to  inquire,  and  state  what  sales 
had  been  made  of  the  leasehold  estates  of 
the  testator,  and  whether  any  and  what  de- 
posits were  left  in  the  hands  of  the  auctioneer, 
and  to  what  amount,  and  under  what  cir- 
cumstances. The  Master,  by  his  report, 
dated  the  5th  of  July  1843,  found  that  the 
whole  of  the  leasehold  estates  of  the  testator 
had  been  sold,  and  that  the  deposits,  amount- 
ing together  to  the  sum  of  619^.,  were  left  in 
the  hands  of  the  auctioneer,  Cooper,  under 
the  following  circumstances :  viz.,  Thomas 
Griffith,  Richard  Hopkins,  and  William 
Mason  Cooper  formerly  carried  on  business 
in  the  borough  of  Southwark,  under  the 
firm  of  *'  Griffith,  Hopkins  &  Cooper,"  to  a 
very  large  extent,  and  were  considered  to  be 
men  of  high  character,  ability,  and  integrity. 
T.  Griffith  and  R.  Hopkins  severally  retired 
from  such  business  many  years  ago,  having 
each  amassed  considerable  fortunes  by  the 
exercise  of  such  business,  and  relinquished 
the  same  to  Cooper.  Messrs.  Griffith, 
Hopkins  &  Cooper  were  repeatedly  em- 
ployed by  the  testator  to  act  as  auctioneers 
on  his  behalf;  the  defendant  W.  Peake,  one 
of  the  executors,  frequently  employed  the 
firm  as  appraisers,  to  act  on  his  behalf. 
After  the  retirement  of  his  two  partners, 
Cooper  continued  to  carry  on  a  very  exten- 
sive business  as  an  auctioneer,  down  to  the 
month  of  January  1832,  and  was  considered 
by  people  in  his  neighbourhood  to  be  a 
person  of  integrity  and  credit,  and  enjoyed 
a  good  reputation.  On  the  30th  of  May 
1831,  the  leasehold  estates  were  sold,  by 
public  auction,  by  Cooper,  who  received 
from  the  purchasers  deposit  monies,  amount- 
ing to  619/. ;  delays  occasioned  by  the  soli- 


citors of  the  several  purchasers  prevented  the 
completion  of  the  sales  until  the  commence- 
ment of  the  month  of  December  1831 .  On 
the  7th  of  that  month,  the  solicitors  of  the 
defendants,  the  executors,  wrote  a  letter  to 
Cooper,  apprising  him  that  the  then  next 
Monday  (being  the  12th  of  December  1831) 
was  fixed  for  a  meeting  to  complete  the 
sales,  and  requesting  his  attendance.  On 
the  9th  of  December  1831,  Cooper  called 
on  the  defendants*  solicitors,  and  stated  to 
them  that  the  executors  wished  to  put  a 
distress  into  one  of  the  houses  for  rent,  but 
that  the  time  allowed  by  law  to  the  tenant 
to  replevy  would  not  elapse  before  the  time 
fixed  for  the  compl^on  of  the  purchase,  and 
therefore  that  the  appointment  must  be  post- 
poned. The  completion  of  the  purchases 
was  accordingly  postponed  to  and  efiected 
on  the  17th  of  December  1831,  at  the  office 
of  the  executors'  solicitors  ;  but  Cooper  not 
attending,  the  solicitors  of  the  defendants, 
by  their  direction,  sent  a  clerk  over  to 
the  office  of  Cooper,  to  remind  him  of  the 
meeting,  and  to  request  his  attendance, 
but  he  did  not  come  to  the  meeting.  The 
several  purchasers  completed  their  pur- 
chases, and  paid  interest  on  the  balance  of 
their  respective  purchase-monies  up  to  the 
17th  day  of  December;  on  the  21st  of 
December  1831,  the  executors*  solicitors 
wrote  a  letter  to  Cooper,  expressing  their 
surprise  that  he  did  not  attend  the  meeting 
on  the  17th  instant,  to  complete  the  sales, 
and  the  more  so  as  it  was  at  his  own  instance 
that  that  time  was  fixed,  and  stating  that 
the  executors  had  appointed  the  following* 
day,  at  eleven,  to  meet  him  at  their  office. 
On  the  22nd  of  December  1831  the  defen- 
dants met  at  their  solidtois*  office,  when 
one  of  the  sons  of  Cooper  attended,  and 
informed  the  defendants  that  Cooper  had 
made  large  advances  on  the  faith  of  the 
completion  of  the  sale  of  an  estate,  and 
that,  until  he  received  the  money,  he 
could  not  pay  over  the  balance  of  the 
deposits,  and  promised  the  defendants  to 
send  Cooper's  accounts  to  their  solicitors 
on  the  foUowing  day.  On  the  30th  day  of 
December  1831,  Cooper  met  the  defendants 
at  the  office  of  their  solicitors,  and  produced 
his  account,  when  the  same  was  examined, 
and  some  errors  which  appeared  in  it  were 
pointed  out  for  correction,  and  Cooper  was 
then  required  to  pay  the  balance  due  on  such 
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account,  bat  in  answer  thereto  he  stated 
his  inability  to  do  so  at  that  time,  but  that 
he  had  the  sale  of  a  large  property  in  hand, 
from  which  he  should  a^ortly  receive  a  con- 
siderable sum,  and  should  then  be  able  to 
pay  the  balance  due  from  him.  The  defen- 
djuit,  W.  Peake,  consulted  with  his  soli- 
ctors several  times  between  the  SOth  day  of 
December  1 83 1  and  the  2 1  st  day  of  January 
1832,  on  the  best  means  of  obtaining  pay- 
ment of  the  balance  due  from  Cooper,  and  on 
the  21st  day  of  January  1832,  the  defendants' 
solicitors  sent  the  following  letter  to  him, 
vis., — "  Mr.  Cooper,  auctioneer,  Blackman 
Stieet.^St.  Mildred's  Court,  Jan.  21, 1832. 
— Sir,  We  are  much  disappointed  that,  as 
yet,  no  arrangement  has  been  made  for  pay- 
ment of  the  deposits  received  on  the  sales 
of  the  late  John  Peake's  property.  We 
cannot  allow  things  to  remain  in  this  state. 
If^  therefore,  you  do  not  come  to  a  satis- 
factory settlement,  we  shall  be  compelled 
to  adopt  coercive  measures  against  you 
immediately."  Cooper  did  not  send  any 
answer  to  the  last-mentioned  letter,  and  the 
defendants  frequently  consulted  with  their 
solicitors  after  they  had  written  the  last- 
mentioned  letter,  on  their  being  unable 
to  see  Cooper  or  obtain  payment  of  the 
balance  due  from  him,  and  the  defendants 
instructed  their  solicitors  to  issue  a  bailable 
writ  against  Cooper,  in  the  county  of  Surrey, 
where  it  was  considered  that  he  was  most 
likely  then  to  be  found,  and,  in  pursuance  of 
such  instructions,  on  the  1 4th  of  March  1 832, 
a  writ  of  cofMOtf,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Sur- 
r^,  was  issued  against  Cooper,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  arresting  him,  for  the  balance  due 
from  him,  in  respect  of  the  deposits,  less  his 
charges,  and  a  warrant  was  placed  in  the 
hands  of  a  very  active  officer,  to  execute, 
but  the  officer  was  never  able  to  discover 
Cooper.  The  defendants  were  much  en- 
gsged  in  the  month  of  January  1832,  with 
the  preparation  of  their  accounts,  relating  to 
the  estate  of  the  testator,  which  were  very 
voluminous,  and  which  the  defendant,  W. 
Edmonds,  had  applied  for  in  a  very  per- 
emptory manner.  The  defendants  were 
unable  to  discover  where  Cooper  was  for  a 
period  of  upwards  of  six  years,  but  had 
lately  found  that  he  left  his  residence  in 
Bladunan  Street  aforesaid  on  some  day  in 
the  last  week  in  January  1832,  and  went  to 
Gravesend,  and   subsequently  into  divers 


parts  of  England,  where  he  continued  to 
secrete  himself  for  upwards  of  six  years ; 
and  Cooper  was  not,  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
pletion of  the  said  sales,  or  at  any  time 
subsequent,  in  circumstances  to  pay  the 
balance  due  from  him,  and  he  was  some 
time  since  in  the  employ  of  one  Mr.  Cock- 
erel!, and  was  then,  and  for  some  time  past 
had  been  in  the  employ  of  Mr.  Pugh,  auc- 
tioneer, in  Blackman  Street,  Borough,  at  a 
small  weekly  stipend. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  defen- 
dants, the  executors,  were  to  be  held  re- 
sponsible for  the  loss  of  the  deposit  monies 
arising  from  the  insolvency  of  Cooper. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  Williams, 
for  the  plainti&,  contended,  that  after  the 
month  of  May  1831,  when  die  estates  were 
sold,  the  deposit  ought  not  to  have  been 
allowed  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  Cooper ; 
that  executors  could  only  be  released  from 
responsibility  incases  like  the  present,  where 
they  had  shewn  the  utmost  diligence  to  pro- 
cure payment  of  the  money ;  that  at  all 
events,  bailable  process  at  law  ought  to 
have  been  resorted  to  on  the  17  th  of  De- 
cember, instead  of  which,  on  the  21st  of  the 
month  of  January  following,  and  not  earlier, 
the  solicitors  of  the  executors,  for  the  fhrst 
time,  send  Cooper  a  written  notice  of  their 
intention  to  institute  coercive  measures 
against  him,  in  respect  of  the  deposit  monies, 
which  caused  him  immediately  to  abscond, 
the  writ  of  capias  not  having  been  issued 
against  Cooper  until  after  the  expiration  of 
nearly  two  months  from  the  date  of  the 
notice ;  and  that  the  executors  ought,  on 
the  30th  of  December  1831,  at  all  events,  to 
have  required  from  Cooper,  as  a  security 
for  payment  of  the  deposit  monies,  an  assign- 
ment of  the  sum  of  money  which  he  alleged 
he  should  shortly  receive  in  respect  of  the 
sale  of  a  large  property. 

Mr.  O.  Turner,  for  defendants  in  the 
same  interest  with  the  plaintiffs,  left  the 
point.to  the  discretion  of  tlie  Court. 

Mr.  Tinney,  for  the  executors,  contended, 
that  the  defendants  were  not  in  a  situation 
to  demand  security  from  Cooper,  until  after 
December  1831,  at  which  time  there  existed 
no  reason  for  supposing  him  to  be  insolvent ; 
that  if  security  had  been  required  of  Cooper, 
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he  would  only  have  alisooiided  the  sooner ; 
that  the  solicitors  and  agents  of  the  defen- 
dants had  taken  that  course  which,  under 
existing  circumstances,  was  deemed  adTis-i 
ahle ;  and  the  only  question  was,  whether 
the  Court  would  disapprove  of  the  judgment 
exercised  hy  the  executors,  through  the 
agency  of  dieir  solicitors,  in  the  course 
adopted  hy  them  to  ohtain  payment  of  the 
deposit  monies  in  Cooper's  hands* 

The  Mastee  of  ths  Rolls,  after  stat- 
ing that,  until  the  purchases  were  com*- 
pleted,  the  deposit  monies  remained  in  the 
hands  of  the  auctioneer,  as  the  agent  for 
both  t^e  vendors  and  purchasers,  said,  that 
the  only  question  was  as  to  the  conduct  of 
the  executors  in  the  month  of  December 
1831 ;  that,  from  the  17th  of  December 
1831,  the  monies  belonged  to  the  executors ; 
that  the  non-attendance  of  the  auctioneer  on 
that  day,  at  the  meeting  held  for  the  com- 
pletion of  the  purchases,  was  a  circumstance 
exciting  some  suspicion,  and  that  the  state* 
ment  by  his  son,  on  the  22nd  of  the  same 
month,  was  very  unsatisfactory;  that  the 
question  whether  the  course  pursued  by  the 
executors  was  a  prudent  one,  depended  on 
the  credit  in  which  the  auctioneer  stood  at 
the  time ;  that  it  might,  under  the  circum- 
stances, have  been  the  most  prudent  course 
for  the  executors  to  forbear  legal  proceedings 
against  the  auctioneer,  inasmuch  as  it  was 
clear  that,  in  the  month  of  January  1832,  he 
had  not  the  means  of  paying  the  amount 
due  from  him ;  that,  possibly,  the  monies 
had  been  lost  not  by  reason  of  the  employ- 
ment of  the  individual,  but  from  the  execu- 
tors not  having  adopted  more  vigorous 
measures  against  him,  and  yet,  possibly,  the 
monies  might  have  been  lost  at  all  events ; 
that,  primd  faciei  the  executors  were  liable 
for  the  loss  sustained. 

Nov.  17. — On  this  day  his  Lordship  said, 
that,  as  the  executors  had  proceeded  under 
professional  advice,  and  had  employed  agents 
to  act  for  them  in  the  trust,  he  could  not, 
in  the  absence  of  any  case  where  executors 
in  a  oase  similar  to  the  present  had  been 
held  responsible,  charge  the  defendants  with 
the  loss  sustained. 


V 

Nov 


.C.     > 

^      >        JONES  V.  JONES. 

Legacy —  Vesting  of  Shares. 


A  testator  bequeathed  a  sum  of  money ^  m 
trustffor  his  son  for  life^  and,  after  his  deaths 
to  be  divided  between  the  children  (tf  his  son. 
when  they  sliould  attain  twenty -one ;  and  in 
ease  any  of  the  children  should  die  before 
their  shares  became  payable^  leaving  iesuOf 
then  their  shares  to  go  to  their  issue :  but  m 
case  they  should  die  before  their  shares  should 
become  payable,  leaving  no  issue^  then  their 
shares  to  be  divided  amongst  the  survivors : 
— Held,  that  the  words  ^*  becoming  payable** 
meant  attaining  twenty-one,  and  that  agra/nd*^ 
son  of  the  testator  who  attained  twenty-one^, 
but  died  before  his  father,  took  a  vested  in-- 
terest  in  the  fund, 

John  Jones,  by  his  will,  dated  the  9th  of 
April  1803,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  bis 
executors  the  sum  of  10,0002.,  to  be  raised 
out  of  his  estate  and  effects,  upon  trust,  to 
pay  the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  pro- 
duce unto  his  son,  John  Lloyd  Jones,  during 
his  life,  and  after  his  decease,  upon  trust,  to 
pay  the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  pio- 
duce  of  one-half  part  thereof  unto  the  wife 
of  the  said  J.  L.  Jones  during  her  life,  and 
upon  further  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the 
other  half  part  of  the  saiid  stocks,  funds,  and 
securities,  and  the  aeoruing  dividends,  in- 
terest, and  produce  thereofi  and  also  of  the 
said  half  part  of  such  stocks,  funds,  or  secu- 
rities, the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual 
produce  whereof  was  directed  to  be  paid  to 
the  wife  of  the  said  J.  L.  Jones  during  her 
life  as  aforesaid,  from  and  after  her  de- 
cease, unto  and  amongst  all  and  every  the 
child  and  children  of  the  said  J.  L.  Jones 
lawfully  to  be  begotten,  share  and  share 
alike,  as  tenants  in  common,  when  and  as 
they  should  severally  attain  their  respective 
ages  of  twenty-one  years.  And  in  case  any 
of  the  said  children  should  happen  to  die 
before  his,  her,  or  their  share  or  shares 
should  become  payable,  leaving  lawful  issue, 
then  the  share  or  shares  of  him,  her,  or 
them  so  dying  should  go  and  be  paid  unto 
and  amongst  such  his,  her,  or  their  respec- 
tive issue  equally,  share  and  share  alike. 
But  in  case  any  of  the  said  children  should 
happen  to  die  before  his,  her,  or  their  share 
or  shares  should  become  payable,  leaving  no 
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lawful  iatne,  then  the  share  or  shares  of  hhn, 
her,  or  them  so  dying  should,  horn  time  to 
time,  go  and  be  paid  to  and  amongst  the 
survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  at  such  time 
or  times  as  his,  her,  or  their  original  share 
or  shares  should  respectively  become  pay- 
able as  aforesaid.  But  in  case  the  said 
J.  L.  Jones  should  have  no  child  or  children, 
or,  having  such,  they  should  all  die  under 
age  and  without  issue,  then  the  said  stocks, 
foods,  and  securities  to  sink  into  the  residue 
of  his  personal  estate,  and  be  disposed  of  as 
after  mentioned.  The  will  also  contained 
a  proviso  that,  in  case  the  said  J.  L.  Jones 
should  happen  to  die,  leaving  a  child  or  chil- 
dren, or  the  issue  of  any  deceased  child  or 
children,  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
it  should  be  lawful  for  the  trustees  to  apply 
the  said  dividends,  &c.  to  which  such  child 
or  children,  or  tlie  issue  of  such  deceased 
child  or  children,  respectively  would  become 
entitled,  on  their  severally  attaining  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  for  their  maintenance 
and  education. 

John  Lloyd  Jones,  the  testator's  son,  died, 
leaving  five  children.  Four  only  attained 
twenty-one,  the  eldest  of  whom,  J.  L.  Jones, 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  his  father,  J.  L.  Jones 
the  elder,  having  had  one  child,  who  died 
before  him,  an  infant. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  trustees  of  the 
wili,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  whether  J.  L.  Jones  the 
Touiger,  who  attained  twenty- one,  but  died 
in  the  lifetime  of  his  father,  took  a  vested 
interest  in  the  10,0002.,  in  which  case  his 
representative  would  become  entitled  to  a 
fourth  part  of  it ;  or  whether  the  legacy 
became  divisible  between  the  three  other 
chfldren  of  J.  L.  Jones  the  elder. 

Mr,  Teed  appeared  for  the  trustees. 

Mr,  Bethell  and  Mr.  RomiU^t  for  the 
three  surviving  children  of  J.  L.  Jones  the 
elder. — This  is  not  a  gift  of  money  to  be 
paid  at  twenty-one,  with  a  gift  over  simplu 
eiter,  in  the  event  of  any  dying ;  but  there  is 
a  substitution  of  such  as  should  die  leaving 
issue.  There  cannot,  therefore,  be  a  pre- 
sumption on  the  part  of  the  Court,  that  it 
was  the  intention,  that  any  child  dying  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  parent  should  go  unpro* 
▼ided  for.  Here,  the  meaning  of  the  words 
is  very  clear.  There  is  a  direction  to 
trustees  to  pay  the  dividends  to  the  father 
New  SsaiBS,  XIII.— Chanc. 


for  life,  then  the  dividenda  of  a  moiety  to 

the  wife,  and  the  other  moiety,  as  well  as 
the  accruing  moiety  upon  the  death  of  the 
wife,  amongst  all  the  children  as  tenants  in 
common,  as  they  should  attain  twenty- one ; 
and  in  case  anv  of  the  children  should 
happen  to  die  before  his,  her,  or  their  share 
should  become  payable,  leaving  issue,  then 
the  share  of  such  child  or  children  so  dying 
to  be  divided  amongst  their  children  equally ; 
but  in  case  any  child  should  die  leaving  no 
children,  then  his  or  her  share  should  go 
amongst  the  survivors  of  the  children  at  the 
time  such  share  should  become  payable. 
The  language  here  is  quite  intelligible ;  and 
the  only  cases  for  departing  from  the  rule 
of  adhering  to  the  precise  words  of  the  tes« 
tator,  are  those  of  parent  and  child,  and 
child  not  being  provided  for.  This  dispo- 
sition must  be  taken  according  to  the  plain 
words:  there  is  nothing  ambiguous  about 
them.  The  Court  is  not  called  upon  to  take 
away  property  firom  a  child;  but  to  say, 
that  the  testator  meant  such  a  class  of  grand- 
children as  should  survive  the  child.  There 
is  no  reason  for  giving  the  words  the  indul- 
gent construction  contended  for ;  and  it  is 
clear,  that  the  share  of  any  child  not  surviv- 
ing the  parent,  would  go  to  the  surviving 
children.  If  the  sentence  had  stopped  at 
"  when  they  should  attain  twenty-one  years," 
no  doubt  the  shares  would  have  been  vested ; 
but  the  subsequent  words  alter  that  mean- 
ing, **  before  the  share  should  become  pay- 
able." This  must  be  an  executory  bequest, 
which  is  to  go  over  in  the  event  of  the  death 
of  a  child  in  the  life  of  the  parent.  In  Hervetf 
V.  McLaughlin  (I),  which  is  similar  to  the 
present  case,  a  share  was  held  to  be  vested^ 
subject  to  be  divested. 

Cases  cited — 

Emperor  v.  Rolfe^  1  Ves.  sen.  208. 
Hope  v.  Lord  Clifden,  6  Ves.  499. 
Powis  V.  Burdett,  9  Ibid.  428. 
Bright  v.  Rowe,  3  Myl.  &  K.  316. 
Bielejieldv,  Record,  2  Sim.  354. 
Hervey  v.  M'LaughliUf  1  Price,  264. 

Sir  Charles  Wetherell  and  Mr.  PreseoU 
White,  for  the  representative  of  the  child 
who  attained  twenty-one,  and  died  in  the 
life  of  the  testator. 

(1)  1  Price,  264. 
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The  Vice  Chancellor, — The  only  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  word  "payable"  is  not 
equivalent  to  attaining  twenty-one.  Sup- 
pose there  had  been  two  children  of  J.  L. 
Jones  the  elder,  and  one  had  died  before 
attaining  twenty-one,  and  one  had  died  after 
attaining  twenty-one,  and  one  had  children, 
and  the  other  had  not  had  children,  in  that 
case  there  would  have  been  no  gift  over.  Here, 
there  is  first  a  gift  to  children  in  the  event 
of  their  attaining  twenty-one ;  then  the  next 
clause  is,  if  any  child  should  die  before  the 
share  should  become  payable,  leaving  issue ; 
and  then  in  case  they  should  die  before  the 
shares  become  payable,  leaving  no  issue, 
the  shares  to  be  paid  to  the  survivors ;  but 
if  J.  L.  Jones  should  have  no  children,  or 
having  such  they  should  all  die  under  age, 
and  without  issue,  then  the  ftind  is  to  sink 
into  the  residue ;  therefore,  the  only  ques- 
tion is,  whether,  "  becoming  payable"  means 
payable  at  twenty-one  ;  and  my  opinion  is 
that  it  does.  The  share  of  J.  L.  Jones  the 
younger  was,  therefore,  vested,  and  his  repre- 
sentatives became  entitled  to  one-fourth  part. 


V.C.      \ 

Nov.  11.  J 


ABRAHAM  V,  HANNAY. 


Parties — Demurrer — Banking  Company 
— Partnership, 

The  plaintiff  heing  a  shareholder  in  a 
hanking  company,  which  had  ceased  its 
banking  operations,  filed  a  hill  against  the 
public  officer  and  directors  of  the  com- 
pany, praying  that  an  account  of  the  trans- 
actions of  the  company  might  be  taken,  so  as 
to  ascertain  the  plaintiff's  share  of  the  pro- 
fits and  in  the  capital  of  the  company,  and 
that  such  share  might  be  set  off  against  what 
was  due  from  him  to  the  bank : — Held,  upon 
demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  that  the  bill  in 
effect  prayed  a  dissolution  of  partnership, 
which  could  be  had  only  in  the  presence  of 
all,  and  not  part  of  the  members  of  the 
company. 

The  bill  stated,  that  the  plsdntiif,  being 
desirous  of  opening  a  banking  account 
with  the  Maxylebone  Joint-stock  Bank- 
ing Company,  and  to  obtain  credit,  to  the 
extent  of  1,000/.  from  the  said  banking 
company,  gave  a  bond  to  the  company,  in 
the  sum  H  2,0001,,  in  which  Samuel  Cox 


and  James  Dew  joined,  which  bond  was 
executed  in  favour  of  the  defendant  David 
Hannay,  one  of  the  registered  public  officers 
of  the  said  company,  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  to  them  what  might  become  due 
from  the  plaintiff  to  the  said  company :  that 
the  plaintiff  thereupon  opened  an  account 
with  the  said  banking  company,  and  had  an 
open  and  current  account  with  them  from 
the  5th  of  October  1836,  imtil  the  said  com- 
pany suspended  its  banking  operations,  and 
that  such  account  had  never  been  finally 
settled  :  that  in  April  1837  the  plaintiff 
became  a  proprietor  or  shareholder  in  the 
said  banking  company,  and  continued  to  be 
such  shareholder  until  the  company  suspend- 
ed its  banking  operations  :  that  the  plain- 
tiff became  entitled,  as  such  shareholder,  to 
considerable  sums  of  money  for  his  share  in 
the  profits  made  by  the  company,  which 
sums  he  had  never  received,  but  it  was 
agreed  that  he  should  have  credit  for  the 
same  in  his  account  with  the  banking  com- 
pany, and,  in  fact,  some  insufficient  sums  of 
money,  on  account  of  such  profits,  had,  in 
pursuance  of  such  agreement,  been  carried 
to  plaintiff's  credit  in  such  account :  that 
if  an  account  were  taken,  it  would  appear 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  indebted  in  any 
sum  of  money  to  the  said  company,  on  the 
balance  of  the  account. 

The  bill  then  stated,  that  D.  Hannay  had 
brought  an  action  at  law  against  S.  Cox  on 
the  bond,  and  had  recovered  the  sum  of 
555/. :  that  the  defendants  alleged  the  ac- 
count between  the  banking  company  and 
the  plaintiff  had  been  regularly  kept,  and 
that  the  said  sum  of  555 Z.  was  justly  due  to 
them.  The  bill  prayed  that  an  account 
might  be  taken  of  the  dealings  and  transac- 
tions of  the  said  company,  up  to  the  time 
when  the  company  ceased  to  carry  on  busi- 
ness as  aforesaid,  so  as  to  ascertain  the 
plaintiff's  share  of  the  gains  and  profits 
thereof;  and  that  the  plaintiff  might  have 
credit  for  his  share  in  the  profits  and  in  the 
capital  of  the  company,  and  that  an  account 
might  be  taken  of  all  the  plaintiff's  dealings 
and  transactions  with  the  company ;  and  that 
the  balance  thereof  might  be  paid  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  bond  delivered  up  to  be 
cancelled;  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  said  D.  Hannay  from  entering  up  judg- 
ment in  the  action  at  law. 

After  this  bill  was  filed,  an  ex  parte  in- 
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junction  was  granted  by  the  Vice  Chancellor 
of  England,  on  the  7th  of  July  1843,  to 
restrain  the  defendant  Hannay  from  enter- 
ing up  judgment  in  the  action,  and  to  re- 
strain the  defendant  Cox,  the  plaintiff's 
surety,  from  paying  the  said  sum  of  555/. 
On  the  13th  of  July,  upon  motion  to  dis- 
solve this  injunction  by  the  defendant,  the 
injunction  was  continued. 

Between  the  time  the  notice  of  motion  to 
dissolve  the  injunction  was  given,  and  the 
time  the  motion  was  heard,  the  defendant 
filed  a  demurrer  for  want  of  equity,  and  that 
.the  partners  in  the  partnership  of  the  Mary- 
lebone  Joint- stock  Banking  Company  were 
necessary  parties  to  the  bill.  This  demurrer 
was  submitted  to,  and  the  bill  was  amended 
so  £ur  as  to  make  the  directors  of  the  said 
company  parties  defendants,  and  an  order 
was  obtained  for  that  purpose. 

When  the  case  came  on,  upon  motion  to 
dissolve  the  injunction,  his  Honour,  in  giv- 
ing judgment,  said,  "  On  looking  particu- 
larly at  the  80th  section  of  the  partnership 
deed(]),  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  clause 
is  framed  short  of  what,  if  there  had  been 
more  consideration,  would  have  been  the 
form  of  the  clause.  As  it  stands,  the  clause 
is  made  applicable  to  the  case  where  some 
pmprietoT,  officer,  or  trustee,  is  sued  at  law. 
The  case  that  has  actually  happened  is  that 
of  a  surety  of  a  trustee,  proprietor,  or  officer 
being  sued  at  law.  That  is  the  case ;  and 
therefore  the  clause,  in  order  to  hit  the  case, 
should  have  been  constructed  in  this  way.  It 
should  have  been  stated,  that  no  proprietor, 
officer,  or  trustee,  of  or  in  the  said  company, 
who  or  whose  surety  should  be  sued ;  and 
then  it  should  have  introduced,  after  the 
word  *  sued,'  which  subsequently  occurs, 
*  on  the  ground  that  the  party  so  sued,  or 
the  party  whose  surety  is  sued.'    Then  you 

(1)  80th  section  of  the  indenture  of  partnership. 
— **  'Iliat  no  proprietor  or  officer  of  or  in  the  said 
eompanv,  who  shall  be  sued  at  law  for  the  recorery 
of  any  debt  due  from  bim,  or  for  any  other  liability 
to  the  said  company,  or  on  any  other  account  or 
transaction  whatKiever,  relating  to  the  said  com- 
pany  or  co«partnersfaip,  shall  frustrate,  impede, 
delay,  or  defeat  any  such  action  or  suit,  on  the 
ground  that  the  party  so  sued  is  a  partner  or  pro- 
prietor of  or  in  the  said  company ;  nor  shall  any 
party  ao  sued  file  any  bill  in,  or  otherwise  apply  to 
any  court  of  equity,  on  the  ground  aforesaid,  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  an  injunction  from  such  court 
against  further  proceedings  in  or  with  any  such 
action  pr  suit  at  law." 


would  hit  the  case;  but  the  clause,  as  it 
stands,  is  short  of  the  case  of  a  bond  being 
given,  or  other  security  being  given,  by  the 
proprietor,  officer,  or  trustee,  with  sureties ; 
and  it  does  not  apply  to  the  case  where  the 
action  is  brought  against  the  surety.  That 
is  my  opinion,  and  therefore  that  objection 
to  the  injunction  appears  to  me  to  fail ;  but, 
on  the  other  ground,  I  must  say,  that  what- 
ever may  be  the  merits  of  this  case,  it  strikes 
me  that  I  should  be  introducing  a  most  dan- 
gerous alteration  in  the  strict  law  of  this 
Court,  if  I  allow,  in  effect,  an  account  to  be 
taken  on  affidavit,  because  the  substance  of 
this  case  is,  that  there  is  such  a  sum  due, 
and  so  on.  Now,  my  opinion  is,  that  I  am 
not  at  liberty  to  look  at  affidavits  or  items 
of  account  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  state  of  the  account,  and  therefore  I 
shall  continue  the  injunction,  on  the  party 
paying  into  court  the  sum  which  is  recovered 
in  the  action." 

The  cause  now  came  on  upon  the  de- 
murrer of  two  of  the  defendants,  on  the 
ground  of  want  of  equity  and  want  of  par- 
ties; and  it  set  forth  that  the  partners  in 
the  banking  company  were  necessary  parties 
to  the  bill. 

Mr,  Stuart  and  Mr,  Wood,  in  support  of 
the  demurrer. — The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled 
to  have  the  account,  asked  by  his  bill,  unless 
all  the  partners  in  the  banking  company  are 
present.  The  bill  is  filed  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff  and  four  or  five  persons,  directors 
of  the  company,  but  does  not  make  the 
partners  in  the  bank  parties,  nor  does  it 
state  any  reason  for  not  doing  so.  The  bill 
states,  that  the  plaintiff  opened  an  account 
with  the  company,  which  has  never  been 
finally  settled,  and  that  Hannay  has  com- 
menced an  action  against  the  surety  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  has  recovered  the  sura  of  555^, ; 
and  the  question  now  is,  whether  a  partner 
in  a  joint-stock  bank  can  file  a  bill  against 
the  directors  in  that  company,  to  wind  up 
the  whole  affairs  of  the  bank,  and  have  an 
account  taken,  without  making  all  the  part- 
ners in  the  company  parties ;  it  cannot  be 
contended,  that  serving  the  public  officer  of 
the  company  is  sufficient,  because  it  has 
already  been  decided,  that  suing  a  public 
officer  only  refers  to  strangers  suing,  not  to 
a  shareholder  of  the  bank  suing,  as  here  (2). 

(2)  See  Seddon  v.  Connell,  10  Sim.  58 ;  s.  c^ 
9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Cbanc.  S41. 
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Mr,  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Ltfvdf^  cJontri.— 
There  is  nothing  in  the  elause  of  the  part- 
nership deed  which  can  prevent  the  plaintiff 
from  demanding  to  set  off  what  is  owing  to 
him,  in  respect  of  profits  in  the  concern, 
against  what  may  be  due  from  him  to  the 
bank ;  and  the  plaintiff,  who  is  a  member  of 
the  company,  is  entitled  to  have  an  account. 
It  is  provided,  by  the  act  of  parliament,  that 
tiie  company  may  be  sued  by  its  public 
officer;  here  there  is  something  more  in 
favour  of  that  method ;  the  bond  was  actually 
taken  in  the  name  of  the  public  officer,  and 
the  public  officer  sues  upon  that  bond.  If 
the  company  appoint  a  public  officer,  it  is  as 
much  as  telling  the  Court,  that  the  partners 
in  the  bank  are  too  numerous  to  sue  by 
themselves,  which  is  sufficient  reason  for  the 
plaintiff  not  making  them  all  parties.  The 
bill  is,  therefore,  substantially  against  aQ 
the  members  of  the  company. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — ^What  is  asked 
is,  in  effect,  a  dissolution  of  the  company ; 
it  is  asked,  that  an  account  may  be  taken  up 
to  the  time  at  which  the  company  ceased  to 
carry  on  business,  and  that  tbe  plaintiff  may 
have  credit  for  what  should  be  found  due 
on  his  share  of  the  profits  of  the  bank. 
It  is  new  to  me,  that  where  a*  dissolution  of 
the  company  is  asked,  it  can  be  had  in 
the  presence  of  some  only,  and  not  all,  the 
members  of  the  company.  The  demurrer 
must  therefore  be  allowed. 
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Practice. — Pleading — Answer — Inspec- 
tion of  Doeuments. 

The  executors  of  the  lessor  of  a  mine^  who 
was  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  profits,  ob- 
tained a  decree  for  an  account  of  the  profits. 
The  lessees,  the  defendants,  were  share- 
holders in,  and  direetors  of,  a  company,  by 
which  the  mines  were  worked;  and  they 
stated,  upon  their  examination  before  the 
Master,  that  the  books  of  the  company  were 
under  the  controul  of  the  directors ;  that  they 
(the  defendants)  had  made  application,  both 
personally  and  by  letter,  for  leave  to  inspect 
and  take  extracts  from  those  books,  but  their 
applications  had  been   refused,  and  that, 


without  reference  to  those  books,  they  were 
unable  to  answer  the  interrogatories  :'-^Heldj 
that,  as  they  were  entitled  to  demand  an  in* 
spection  of  the  books,  they  must  enforce  that 
right,  and  that  their  answers  were  insuf' 
fitcient. 

In  1826  the  Duke  of  York  granted  a 
lease  of  certain  mines  within  the  province 
of  NoTa  Scotia,  which  had  been  demised 
to  him  by  George  IV.,  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  rents  and  royalties  which  were 
payable  by  the  Duke  of  York  to  the  Crown^ 
and  also  of  2-12th8  of  the  profits  whidi 
should  be  made  in  each  year  by  working 
the  mines.  The  lessees  named  in  the  lease 
from  the  Duke  of  York  were  the  four 
defendants,  of  whom  one  had  died  since 
the  suit  was  commenced.  A  question  had 
arisen  whether  certain  mines  in  Cape  Breton 
were  included  in  the  demise,  as  being  within 
the  province  of  Nova  Scotia ;  and  tiiis  bill 
was  filed  against  the  lessees  and  the  At- 
torney General,  and  prayed  for  a  declaration 
that  the  Mines  in  Cape  Breton  were  com- 
prised in  the  lease,  and  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  the  share  of  the  profits,  and 
to  the  rents  and  royalties  reserved  by  the 
lease,  and  for  accounts  of  the  profits. 

The  defendants  were  the  trustees  of  the 
General  Mining  Association,  and  were  also 
shareholders  and  directors  of  the  company, 
and  had  taken  the  lease  in  that  charaotekr, 
although  they  were  not  so  described  in  the 
lease. 

In  1887  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard, 
and  a  decree  was  then  made  in  fiivour  of 
the  plaintiffs,  and  the  accounts  which  wete 
asked  for  by  the  bill  were  directed  to  be 
taken. 

In  1838  another  bill  was  filed  for  similar 
relief  with  regard  to  mhaes  in  the  other  parts 
of  Nova  Scotia. 

It  was  provided  by  the  lease  that  accounts 
should  be  kept  to  shew  the  amount  of  the 
profits  of  the  mines,  which  accounts  the 
Duke  of  York  was  to  have  liberty  to  inspect 
and  copy,  and  also  that  a  nominee  of  the 
Duke  of  York,  or  his  representatives,  should 
act  as  a  director  of  the  company. 

By  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  associ^ 
tion,  it  was  provided  that  each  proprietor 
should  be  at  liberty  to  inspect  the  books  for 
twenty-one  days  iStet  each  yearly  meeting. 

Interrogatories  were   exhibited   by   the 
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plaintiffs  for  the  exaiBiiiation  of  the  defen- 
dants, in  pursuance  of  the  decree,  and  the 
]^intiffB  excepted  to  the  answer  of  the  de- 
fendants to  certain  of  the  interrogatories, 
which  inquired  whether  there  were  not,  and 
especially  in  America,  some  and  what  leases, 
&c.  hooks  of  account,  writings,  &c,  relating 
to  the  quantities  of  ore,  &c.  which  had  been 
gotten  out  of  the  mines  in  question  since  the 
granting  of  the  lease,  and  to  the  sums  of 
money  received  in  respect  of  the  mines,  and 
also  as  to  the  amount  of  the  monies  so  re* 
oeived.  The  defendants  set  out  a  list  of 
every  document  in  their  own  possessvm, 
and  also  of  those  which  were  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  secretary  of  the  association  in 
London  ;  but  they  denied  that  they  had 
iny  agent  in  America,  though  they  admitted 
that  the  association  had  agents  in  America, 
aid  they  believed  that  there  were  books 
there  of  the  description  mentioned  in  the  in- 
terrogatory, but  that  they  had  no  authority 
to  use  any  of  those  documents  except  as 
directors  of  the  association,  and  that  the 
director  nominated  on  behalf  of  the  Duke  of 
York  had  the  same  means  of  access  to  those 
hooks  as  the  defendants  had  ;  and  the  board 
of  directors  declined  to  give  any  further  in- 
formation respecting  the  books  or  their  con- 
tents. Exceptions  were  taken  to  this  exa- 
mination, and  were  allowed  by  the  Vioe 
Chancellor,  and  afterwards  on  appeal  by  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  on  the  ground  that  the  de- 
fendants had  not  personally  applied  to  in- 
spect the  books,  and  take  copies  (I). 

The  defendants  had  put  in  their  sixth  ex- 
amination, and  stated,  that,  on  the  16th  of 
Jidy  1842,  they  went  to  the  office  of  the  as- 
sociaticMi,  and  there  saw  the  secretary  who 
had  all  the  books  in  his  possession,  who  stated 
that  he  had  orders  not  to  allow  them  to  be 
inspected,  and  refused  to  allow  the  defen- 
dants to  inspect  them,  or  take  copies  of  them. 

On  the  18th  of  July  they  wrote  to  each 
of  the  directors  to  inform  them  of  this  re- 
fdsal  of  the  secretary,  and  on  the  19th  of 
July  they  attended  a  meeting  of  the  directors 
ci  the  association,  and  moved  a  resolution 
that  they  should  be  allowed  to  inspect  and 
take  extracts  of  all  such  books  and  papers 
of  the  association  as  tiiey  should  think  ne- 
cessary for  the  purpose  of  answering  the 
interrogatories  in  this  suit,  which  resolution 
was  negatived  by  the  other  directors  who 
(1)  Sn  Cr<  &  PhiL  10^. 


were  then  present.  That  they  infoimedthe 
directors  of  the  decision  of  the  Lord  Chaur 
cellor,  and  of  the  ground  upon  which  that 
decision  was  given. 

On  the  1st  of  December  they  renewed 
the  application  to  the  directors,  but  they 
still  refuse^  to  allow  any  inspection  of  the 
books  or  papers.  The  defendants  stated 
that  they  were  therefore  unable  to  set  forth, 
save  as  appeared  in  their  former  examinar 
tiyon,  the  accounts  called  for  by  the  interro- 
gatories. 

These  answers  being  excepted  to,  the 
Master  found  them  insufficient,  and  the  de- 
fendants excepted  to  the  Master's  report. 

Mr.  Wakefield,  Mr.  Bethell,  and  Mr. 
Wood,  in  support  of  the  exceptions,  con- 
tended, that  the  defendants  had  done  every 
thing  which  they  ought  to  be  required  to  do ; 
that  they  had  stated  all  they  knew  about  the 
matters  in  question,  and  had  done  every 
thing  to  obtain  further  information,  except 
instituting  another  suit  for  the  sake  of  giving 
a  discovery  in  this,  in  which  suit  they  would 
be  obliged  to  pray  a  dissolution  of  the  asso- 
datioUf  in  order  to  answer  these  interroga- 
tories ;  and  that,  if  another  suit  was  neces- 
sary, the  plaintiffs  ought  to  make  the  other 
members  of  the  association  parties  to  their 
bill— Mttrray  v.  Walter  (2). 

Afr.  James  Russell  and  Mr*  Giffard^  for 
the  plaintiff,  contended,  that  they  merely 
sought  for  the  accounts,  to  which  they  were 
entiUed  under  the  covenants  of  the  lease,  and 
which  the  Court  had  directed  to  be  taken. 
If  the  defendants  had  encumbered  them- 
selves by  becoming  members  of  the  associa- 
tion, they  could  not  make  that  an  excuse  for 
depriving  the  plaintiffs  of  the  information  to 
which  they  were  entitled ;  and  if  a  suit  were 
necessary  against  the  other  directors,  the 
defendants  were  bound  to  institute  one, 
which  they  could  do  without  dissolving  the 
association — WaUworth  v.  HoU  (3).  They 
also  cited — 

Ex  parte  ShaWf  Jac.  270. 
Hichens  v.  Congreve^  4  Russ.  562  ;  s.c. 
6  Law  J.  Rep.Chanc.  167. 

Mr*  Wakefield  replied. 

Nov»  15.— The  Lobd  Chancellor. — 
This  case  comes  on  again,  upon  exceptions 

(2)  Cr.  &  Phil.  126. 

(3)  4Myl.  &  Cr.  619 ;  i.e.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.i.) 
Cbaac.  138. 
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to  the  Master's  report.  The  report  states 
the  examination  of  the  defendants  to  be  in- 
sufficient. By  the  decree  of  the  5th  of  May, 
1837,  it  was  ordered  that  the  defendants, 
Edmund  Waller  Rundell,  Thomas  Bigge, 
and  John  Gawler  Bridge,  should  produce  all 
deeds,  books,  &c.  in  their  oustody  or  power 
relating  to  the  matters  therein  mentioned, 
and  should  be  examined  on  interrogatories 
as  the  Master  should  think  (it.  The  de- 
fendants, in  their  examination,  represent 
that  they  are  unable,  without  the  inspection 
of  certain  documents,  to  give  any  further  in- 
formation than  they  have  already  done :  that 
such  documents  are  in  the  possession  of  the 
secretary,  and  under  the  controul  of  the  di- 
rectors of  the  Mining  Association,  and  that 
they  (the  directors)  revise  to  allow  the  de- 
fendants to  inspect  them.  They  state  that 
repeated  applications  have  been  made  by  or 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  to  allow  the 
inspection,  but  always  with  the  same  result. 
The  question  is,  whether  this  is  a  sufficient 
excuse  for  not  further  answering  the  inter- 
rogatories ;  whether,  to  use  the  expression 
of  Lord  Eldon,  '*  parties  shall  be  allowed 
thus  to  baffle  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court." 
The  defendants  are  the  lessees  of  the 
mine;  the  legal  estate  is  in  them  ;  they  are 
also  directors  in  the  association,  and  pro- 
prietors or  shareholders  in  the  concern.  As 
proprietors,  they  have,  by  the  very  terms  of 
the  deed  of  association,  a  right,  subject  to 
certain  regulations  as  to  time,  &c.,  to  inspect 
and  take  copies  of  the  documents  in  ques- 
tion, and,  as  directors,  they  have  a  right  to 
the  inspection  of  them  at  any  time.  The 
possession  of  the  secretary  is  their  posses- 
sion; he  is  their  servant,  and  their  co- 
directors  have  no  right  to  exclude  them.  Is 
it  sufficient,  then,  for  a  party,  who  is  re- 
quired to  speak  as  to  the  contents  of  such 
documents  as  are  in  his  custody,  possession, 
or  power,  to  say  that  he  cannot  comply  with 
the  order,  because  his  documents  are  wrong- 
fully withheld  from  him  ?  I  think  not. 
Suppose  an  agent  withholds  papers  belong- 
ing to  his  principal,  would  the  statement  of 
such  wrongful  act  be  an  excuse  for  not  pro- 
ducing them,  or  not  speaking  as  to  their 
contents  ?  In  a  former  case  between  these 
parties,  Lord  Cottenham  put  the  case  of  a 
solicitor  wrongfully  withholding  papers  from 
his  client  as  affording  no  excuse  for  their 
non-production.     The  Court  would  allow 


the  party  time  to  vindicate  his  rights,  and 
the  same  principle  would  apply  here,  though 
the  difficulty  may  be  somewhat  greater.  A 
party  is  bound  to  inspect  and  answer  to  the 
contents  of  all  documents  that  are  in  his  pos- 
session or  power ;  and  all  which  he  has  a 
right  to  inspect,  provided  he  can  enforce 
that  right,  are  in  his  power. 

I  think,  therefore,  the  Master's  report  is 
sufficient  and  proper.  The  defendants  must 
take  such  proceedings  as  they  think  right. 
They  have  a  right  to  inspect  the  documents ; 
and  my  opinion  is,  that,  having  a  right  to 
inspect  them,  they  can  enforce  that  right. 
If  ihey  can,  they  ought  to  inspect  them,  and 
take  such  means  as  are  in  their  power  to 
compel  the  co-directors  to  produce  the  docu- 
ments. The  defendants  must  have  time  for 
that  purpose ;  and  I  will  therefore  give  them 
six  months,  and,  if  necessary,  they  may 
then  apply  for  further  time. 

Exceptions  overruled,  with  costs^ 


M 
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ROBEY  V,  WHIT^WOOD. 


Contempt — Second  Attachment  for  wani 
of  Answer— Act  11  Geo.  4.  ^^  1  WUL  4. 
c.  36.  5.  15.  r.  5. 

A  defendant  who  has  been  attached  and 
committed  to  prison  for  want  of  answer ^  and 
afterwards  discharged  on  account  of  not  hav^ 
ing  been  brought  to  the  bar  of  the  Court  by  the 
plaintiff,  within  the  time  limited  by  the  act 
11  Geo.  4.  ^  1  ma.  4.  c.  36.  c.  15.  r.  5, 
may  be  a  second  time  attached,  and  committed 
for  want  of  an  answer  in  the  same  suit. 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  16th  of  June 
1841,  and  marked  for  the  Master  of  the  Rolls ; 
the  defendant,  Edward  Whitewood,  appeared 
thereto  on  the  11th  of  August  following; 
but  neglecting  to  put  in  his  answer,  an  attach- 
ment was  issued  against  him  on  the  21st  of 
June  1842 ;  upon  which  the  defendant,  on 
the  24th  of  June  1842,  was  arrested  and 
committed  to  prison.  The  Vice  Chancellor 
of  England,  on  the  26th  of  April  1843, 
made  an  order  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
cum  causis,  which  was  issued  on  the  8th 
of  May  following ;  on  the  1 1th  of  that  month 
the  defendant  was  ordered  by  the  Vice  Chan- 
cellor of  England  to  be  turned  over  to  the 
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Queen's  Prison  until  he  should  fully  answer 
the  plaintiff's  bill,  and  clear  his  contempt ; 
and  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  make 
an  inquiry  into  the  defendant's  ability  to 
employ  a  solicitor  to  put  in  his  answer* 
On  the  27th  of  May  last,  the  Vice  Chan- 
cellor of  England  discharged  the  defen- 
dant out  of  custody,  because  he  had  not 
been  brought  up  to  be  committed,  in  con- 
formity with  the  5th  rule  of  the  act,  11  Geo. 
4.  &  1  Will.  4.  c.  36.  s.  15.  On  the  22nd 
of  June  last,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  aftier 
confeixing  with  the  registrar,  ordered  an-^ 
other  attachment  to  be  issued  against  the 
defendant  for  not  answering  the  plaintiff's 
bill,  unless,  on  being  served  with  the  order 
then  made,  he  should  within  a  fortnight  after 
such  service  put  in  his  answer  to  the  bill:  the 
defendant  was  regularly  served  with  that 
order  on  the  13th  of  July  1843,  and  an 
affidavit  of  service  thereof  having  been  duly 
filed,  a  second  attachment  was  issued  on  the 
3rd  of  August  against  the  defendant,  under 
which  he  was  on  the  2nd  of  November  last 
committed  to  prison;  and  on  the  4th  of 
November,  the  defendant,  under  the  above 
act,  was  ordered  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
to  be  turned  over  to  the  Queen's  Prison,  and 
to  remain  there  until  he  should  answer  the 
bUl  and  clear  his  contempt.  It  was  now 
moved,  that  the  order  of  the  22nd  of  June, 
the  writ  of  attachment  tested  the  8rd 
of  August,  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  tested 
the  3rd  of  November,  and  the  order  of  the 
4th  of  November  last,  might  be  set  aside 
with  costs,  and  the  defendant  discharged  out 
of  custody. 

Mr.  Teed,  in  support  of  the  motion,  said, 
the  question  was,  whether  a  defendant,  who 
having  been  in  contempt  for  not  putting  in 
his  answer,  and  dischai^ed  out  of  custody 
for  want  of  compliance,  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  with  the  forms  required  by  the 
act  U  Geo.  4.  &  1  Will.  4.  c.  36,  could  be 
again  attached  and  committed  for  want  of 
answer;  and  contended,  that  it  could  not 
have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature, 
that  a  plaintiff  who  had  been  guilty  of  laches 
and  disobedience  to  the  provisions  of  the 
act,  should  be  allowed  to  resume  process 
against  a  defendant  who  had  been  already 
dbchaiged  from  custody  by  the  Court,  and 
that  the  Court  would  act  in  analogy  to  the 
proceedings  in  the  courts  of  law,  where  a 


party  could  not  be  asrested  a  second  time 
for  ^e  same  subjecfc-mBtter.  The  cases  of 

WiUiams  v.  Parki/Mon^  5  Sim.  74. 

Greening  v.  Greening^  1  Bea.  121. 
were  cited  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Mr,  Shehheare,  contid,  was  not  called 
upon  by  the  Court. 

Hifi  Lordship,  af);er  stating  the  dates 
of  the  different  proceedings,  and  the  provi-» 
sions  of  the  act,  1 1  Geo.  4.  &  1  Will.  4« 
c.  36,  applicable  to  the  question  before  the 
Court,  ]Nroceeded  to  observe,  that  the  statute 
nowhere  enacted,  that  where  a  defendanihad 
been  discharged  from  his  contempt,  no  ftir- 
ther  proceedings  were  to  be  taken  against 
him ;  and  that  the  Court  could  not  hold  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  to  have  the  fruits  of  his 
suit,  because  the  defendant  had  been  once 
ordered  to  be  dischai^ied  from  his  contempt, 
or  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his  rights  by  infer- 
ence or  conjecture ;  that  when  the  order  was 
made  against  the  defendant  on  the  22nd  of 
June  last,  alter  a  conference  with  the  officers 
of  the  Court,  a  fortnight's  time  was  given 
him  after  service  of  the  order,  for  putting 
in  his  answer  to  the  bill,  which  afforded  the 
defendant  ample  opportunity  of  deciding  on 
the  course  he  might  be  advised  as  roost 
proper  to  pursue ;  and  his  Lordship  added, 
that  he  hoped  the  practice  would  for  the 
future  be  understood.  The  motion  was  re- 
fused, without  costs,  the  defendant  having 
sworn,  to  his  inability  to  employ  a  solicitor 
to  put  in  his  answer. 


K,  BaucB,  V.C. 


BaucB,  V.C.I 
Dec.  8.       J 


JOSEPH  V,  TYNDALL. 


Practice — Service  on  a  Defendant  resi- 
dent abroad. 

The  Court,  on  a  motion  to  serve,  or  enter 
an  appearance  for,  a  defendant  resident 
abroad,  under  4^5  Will.  4.  c.  82,  hets  a 
discretion  to  dispense  with  evidence  as  to 
the  means  by  which  service  may  he  authen* 
ticatecU 

This  suit  was  instituted  concerning  the 
dividends  of  government  stock.  F.  P.  £. 
Tyndall,  one  of  the  defendants,  was  resident 
abroad. 

The  plaintiff  moved,  on  (he  16th  of  No- 
vember, that  a  receiver  of  the  dividends 
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might  be  appointed,  and  that  service  on  F. 
P.  £.  Tyndall,  in  pursuance  of  the  act  here- 
after mentioned,  should  be  good  service. 

In  an  affidavit  in  support  of  this  motion, 
the  plaintiff  stated  that  he  was  informed 
that  the  defendant,  TyndaU,  was  at  Os- 
tend ;  but  there  was  no  statement  in  this 
or  any  other  affidavit  used  on  the  motion, 
how  service  on  the  defendant  at  Ostend 
might  be  authenticated,  or  whether  there 
were  any  British  officers  serving  under  her 
Majesty,  residing  at  or  near  Ostend. 

An  order  was  made  on  this  motion,  that 
the  motion  as  to  the  receiver  should  stand 
over  till  the  23rd,  and  that  personal  service, 
within  a  week,  on  Tyndall,  at  Ostend,  ojf 
a  subpcena,  to  appear  and  answer  the  bill, 
returnable  in  fourteen  days  from  the  time 
of  such  service,  with  a  copy  of  the  prayer 
of  the  bill,  a  copy  of  the  notice  of  the  mo- 
tion, and  of  this  order,  should  be  good  ser- 
vice on  the  defendant 

An  affidavit  was  made  and  sworn  at  the 
affidavit  office,  before  the  clerk  of  affida- 
vits, by  a  messenger  sent  to  Ostend,  that 
he  had,  on  the  2l8t  of  November,  made  the 
personal  service  required  by  the  order. 

The  order  for  a  receiver  was  made  on  the 
23rd  of  November. 

By  2  Will.  4.  c.  33.  certain  provisions 
are  made  for  service  of  process  on  defen- 
dants resident  in  the  United  Kingdom,  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, in  all  suits  relating  to  lands  in  Eng- 
land and  Wales. 

By  4  &  5  Will.  4.  c.  82.  s.  I,  it  is  en- 
acted, "  that  the  provisions  of  the  last-men- 
tioned act  should  be  extended  to  suits  con- 
cerning the  dividends  of  government  stock, 
and  also  to  any  defendant  who  should  ap- 
pear by  affidavit  to  be  resident  in  any 
place,  specifying  the  same,  out  of  the 
United  Kingdom  ;  and  that  it  should  be 
lawful  for  the  Court  of  Chancery,  on  motion 
in  open  court  of  any  complainant,  founded 
on  an  affidavit,  or  such  other  document  as 
might  be  applicable  for  the  purpose  of  as- 
certaining the  residence  of  the  party,  and 
the  particulars  material  to  identify  such 
party,  and  his  residence,  and  also  specify^ 
ing  the  means  whereby  such  service  might 
be  authenticctted^  and  especially  whether 
there  were  any  British  officers,  civil  or  mt7t- 
tary,  appointed  by,  or  serving  under  his 
Majesty  f  residing  at  or  near  such  a  place^ 


to  order  that  service  of  a  subpcena  to  ap- 
pear and  answer  upon  the  party,  in  the 
manner  thereby  directed,  returnable  at  such 
time  as  the  said  Court  should  direct,  should 
be  deemed  good  service  on  such  party ;  and 
afterwards  upon  an  affidavit  of  such  service 
had,  to  order  an  appearance  to  be  entered 
for  such  party,  in  such  manner  and  at  such 
time  as  the  said  Court  should  direct." 

Mr.  John  Adams  now  moved  for  leave  to 
enter  an  appearance  for  the  defendant,  F. 
P.  E.  Tyndall,  under  this  act. 

Knight  Bruce,  y.C.  doubted  whether  the 
original  motion  to  serve  the  subpoena  abroad 
was  good,  as  there  had  been  no  statement 
in  the  affidavit  on  which  it  was  founded  as 
to  the  authentication  of  the  service,  and  as 
to  any  such  officer  mentioned  in  the  act 
being  resident  at  or  near  Ostend;  and 
thought  that  if  this  original  motion  was  not 
good,  the  motion  now  before  the  Court 
could  not  stand. 

Mr,  John  Adams,  in  a  subsequent  part 
of  the  day,  read  the  following  extracts  from 
the  book  of  Mr.  Latham,  (one  of  the  clerki 
in  the  Registrar's  Office,)  in  support  of  his 
motion  : — Patterson  v.  WeUesUy,  9th  of  De- 
cember 1836.  **  The  point  being  brought 
particularly  before  the  Court,  Shadwell, 
y.  C.  dispensed  with  all  evidence  as  to  the 
means  whereby  service  might  be  authen- 
ticated, only  requiring  that  the  service 
should  be  personal,  the  subpoena  returnable 
in  fourteen  days  after  service,  and  service 
to  be  verified  by  affidavit,  sworn  before  a 
Master  of  the  Court." 

Bell  V.  Ley,  24tli  of  December,  1836. 
**  It  was  prayed  that  personal  service  on 
the  defendant  in  France,  of  a  subpoena  for 
defendant  to  appear  and  answer  plaintia  s 
bill,  returnable  in  fourteen  days  from  the 
time  of  such  service,  might  be  good  ser- 
vice on  the  defendant,  upon  such  service 
being  proved  by  affidavit  to  be  sworn  before 
one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court ;  which 
was  ordered  accordingly. 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C.  said  he  should 
decline  to  express  any  opinion  as  to  the 
construction  of  the  act ;  but,  on  the  autho- 
rity of  the  cases  cited,  he  would  make  the 
order. 
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LAN£  V,  BARTQN. 


Injunction — Dissolving  Common  Injunc- 
tion in  Vacation, 

An  order  nisi,  and  an  order  absolute,  for 
iissohing  a  common  injuneHon,  were  made 
»  M«  long  vaeaiionf  not  upon  a  seal  dag ;  and 
one  clear  dag's  wMee  onig  was  given  before 
the  dag  on  which  the  second  order  was  ob^ 
twined,  A  motion  to  discharge  these  two 
orders,  for  irregularitg,  was  refused,  with 
costs. 

In  this  suit,  the  common  injunction  had 
ianied  for  want  of  answer,  and  upon  the 
answer  being  put  in,  the  defendant  obtained 
«n  order  from  Wigram,  y.C.»  on  the  28th  of 
August  1848,  that  the  injunction  should  be 
dissolved,  unless  cause  were  shewn  to  the 
oontxary,  on  the  81st  of  August  This  order 
was  not  drawn  up  till  the  29th  of  August, 
hut  a  letter  was  sent  by  the  deiendlant's 
solicitor  to  the  office  of  the  solicitor  for  the 
plaintiff,  <m  the  evening  of  the  28lh  of 
August,  after  post  time,  and  which  was  not 
opened  till  the  following  morning,  to  inform 
him  of  the  proceedings  before  Wigram,  Y.C. 

On  the  81  St  of  August,  an  order  absolute 
was  obtained  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and 
afterwards  on  the  same  day  the  defendant 
issued  a  writ  oi  fieri  facias. 

The  plaintiff,  by  the  special  leave  of  the 
hotd.  Chancellor,  now  moved  before  his 
Lordship,  that  both  these  orders  of  the  28th 
and  3l8t  of  August  might  be  discharged, 
for  ktegularity. 

In  support  of  the  motion  it  was  contend- 
ed, first,  that  an  order  to  dissolve  an  in- 
junction ought  not  to  be  obtained,  except 
on  a  seal  day,  and  that  neither  the  28th  nor 
the  Slst  of  August,  was  a  seal  day.  Se- 
eondly,  that  the  mrder  nisi  was  an  order  of 
course,  and  required  to  be  served  so  as  to 
leave  two  clear  days  before  the  order  absolute 
could  be  made ;  and  that  the  Vice  Chancellor 
'iHgram  had  no  authority  to  dispense  with 
the  regular  service  of  the  order  ni$i ;  and 
that  as  two  dear  days'  notice  was  not  given, 
the  order  of  the  81st  of  August  was  irre- 
gular, on  that  ground. 

Mr,  Coohe  appeared  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

Mr,  Whatleg  opposed  it. 
New  Sbribs,  XIII.— Chanc. 


Sharp  V.  Ashton,  2  Yes.  fr  Bea.  413 ; 

Rowe  V.  Jarrold,  5  Ibid.  45 ;  and  aho 
Rew  V.  Dixon,  2  Mad.  258 ; 
Fielding  v.  Capes,  4  Ibid.  393 ; 
Brierleg  v.    IVahnsleg,  1  Keen,   141  ; 

8.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  (N.8.)Chanc.  151 ; 
The  Earl  of  Chesterfield  v.  Bond,  2 

Beav.  263 ; 
Reeee  v.  Humble,  10  Sim.  117;  s.  c. 

10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  222; 
Matthews  v.  Matthews,  2  You.  &  Col. 

N.C.  318,  were  cited. 

The  Lord  Chancelior  reftised  the  mo- 
tion, with  costs. 


WlORAM 

Nov 
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BAMFORD  V,   BAMFORD. 


Witness,  Commission  to  examine  abroad^ 
Application  for. 

An  appUeation  for  a  eommiseion  to  eaca- 
mhie  witnesses  abroad,  as  to  matters  referred 
to  the  Master,  must  be  made  to  the  Master  in 
the  first  instance ;  and  the  motion  is  of  course, 
upon  the  Master*s  certificate. 

In  this  cause  a  reference  had  been  directed 
to  the  Master  to  inquire,  and  state,  among 
other  things,  whether  Thomas  Bamford  was 
dead,  and,  if  so,  when  he  died.  There  being 
some  difficalty  in  the  Master's  office  in 
proving  the  precise  date  of  his  death,  and 
the  proof  of  this  being  necessary  to  a  mate- 
rial question  in  the  cause,  the  defendant 
applied,  upon  notice,  to  the  Court  in  the  first 
instance,  for  a  commission  to  examine  wit- 
nesses abroad  as  to  the  fiict. 

Mr,  Roupell,  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  Koe  and  Mr,  Rogers,  contra,  con- 
tended, that  the  application  ought  to  have 
been  made  to  the  Master  in  the  first  instance, 
and  that  the  motion  was  of  course  upon  the 
certificate  of  the  Master — 2  Dan.  Ch.  Pr. 
846.  The  motion  stood  over  for  the  certi- 
ficate of  the  Master  as  to  the  practice. 

Nov.  13. — ^WiGRAM,  Y.C. — ^The  question 
in  this  case  was,  whether  a  party  who  wants 
a  commission  to  examine  witoesses  abroad 
must  make  the  application  to  the  Court  in 
the  first  instance,  or  whether  such  commis- 
sion does  not  issue  upon  the  certificate  of  the 
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Master  as  in  the  ordinary  case  of  a  commis- 
sion into  the  country.  I  have  stated  a  case 
to  one  of  the  most  experienced  Masters,  with 
a  request,  that  if  he  entertained  any  douht 
upon  the  subject,  he  would  communicate 
with  the  other  Masters ;  and  his  answer  in 
substance  was,  that  whenever  it  was  neces- 
sary to  ascertain  any  fact  respecting  which 
a  reference  was  made  to  the  Master,  and 
such  fact  could  not  be  ascertained  without  an 
examination  of  witnesses  abroad,  it  was 
not  necessary  to  apply  to  the  Court  in  the 
first  instance  for  such  commission,  and  that 
the  other  Masters  agreed  with  him  in  such 
opinion.  The  registrar  also  has  furnished 
me  with  several  precedents — "  Comes  Bo- 
linghroke  v.  fTincA,  M.R.  1st  of  Aug.  1704, 
Reg,  Lib.  (A)  1703,  fol.  509.  After  decree 
for  an  account,  and  on  Master's  certificate, 
commission  ordered  to  the  Island  of  Virginia, 
on  the  motion  of  the  plaintiff,  defendant  ap- 
pearing."— **  Folkes  V.  Berney^  M.R.  6th  of 
March  1732,  Reg.  Lib.  (A)  1732,  fol.  169. 
After  decree  for  an  account,  and  on  Master's 
certificate,  commission  to  examine  witnesses 
toBarbadoes  on  motion  of  course." — **Rich' 
ardson  v.  Hamilton^  L.C.  20th  of  Nov.  1735. 
Reg.  Lib.  (B)  1735,  fol.  29.  After  decree  on 
Master's  certificate,  commission  to  Pennsyl- 
vania, on  defendant's  motion,  plaintiff  ap- 
pearing."— "  Creuzev.  Michell,  L.C.  8th  of 
Nov.  1 787,  Reg.  Lib.  (A)  1 787,  fol.  1 .  On 
Master's  certificate  after  decree,  commission 
to  France,  of  course." — ** Newton  v.  Brad' 
ahaw,  M.R.  20th  of  Feb.  1803,  Reg.  Lib. 
(B)  1802,  fol.  200,under  same  circumstances 
commission  to  the  West  Indies." — "  Cox  v. 
Co«,  V.C.  23rd  of  Dec.  1884,  Reg.  Lib.  (A) 
1834,  fol.  214,  same  order."— "^aW  NeU 
son  V.  Lord  Bridport,  M.R.  16th  of  March 
1843,  Reg.  Lib.  (A)  1842,  fol.  771,  same 
order  to  Palermo."  The  right  course  there- 
fore for  the  party  to  take,  is  to  apply  to  the 
Master  in  the  first  instance. 


C.      \ 
r.  17.  J 


BEALES  r.  CRISFORD. 


V 

Nov 

Legacy  —  Construction  —  "  Family"  — 
"  Cash  or  Money  so  caUed." 

A  testamentary  paper  contained  these 
words  — "  Observing  that  Francis  Scales 
and  his  family  are  my  residuary  legatees  for 
all  hut  cash  or  monies  so  called" : — Held^  that 


Francis  Beales  and  his  children  took  as  joint 
tenants ;  and  that  promissory  notes,  long  an^ 
nuitieSf  and  Columbian  bonds,  were  not  i n- 
cluded  under  the  words  ''  cash  or  monies  so 
called," 

The  questions,  in  this  case,  arose  under 
the  will  of  Mrs.  Bieales,  who,  being  possessed 
of  cash  in  her  house  and  at  her  bankers', 
long  annuities,  Columbian  bonds,  and  a  sum 
of  700Z.  secured  by  a  promissory  note, 
payable  to  herself  or  order,  made  six  tes- 
tamentary papers,  in  one  of  which,  address- 
ing her  executor,  she  used  the  following 
expressions :  **  I  have  not  named  to  you  a 
further  trouble  I  must  impose  (fourteen  days 
after  you  return)  upon  you,  namely,  the  deli- 
very of  goods,  and  those  whose  acceptance  of 
them  I  shall,  if  permitted,  write  down,  other- 
wise there  cannot  be  any  mistake,  all  being, 
at  this  moment,  pretty  well  understood.  You 
will  find  a  document,  which,  I  suppose,  must 
be  entered  at  Doctors*  Commons,  by  my 
brother,  or  his  daughter,  Martha  Powell, 
the  probate  of  which  will  not,  I  apprehend, 
in  any  manner  interfere  with  requests  and 
desires  herein  expressed ;  at  least,  such  is 
my  desire,  will,  and  intention :  that  is  to 
say,  the  management  and  removal  of  my 
remains  to  St.  James's  burial-ground,  Hamp- 
stead  Road,  London ;  also  the  looking  over 
and  delivering,  fourteen  days  after  my  in- 
terment, to  yourself  and  others,  my  goods^ 
chattels,  plate,  and  wearing  apparel,  books, 
and  every  other  description  of  lumber,  to 
their  respective  destination,  observing  that 
Francis  Beales  and  his  family  are  my  resi^ 
duary  legatees  for  all  but  cash  or  monies  so 
called,"  By  another  testamentary  paper, 
the  testatrix  gave  and  bequeathed  to  Ann 
Crisford,  all  lumber,  sweepings,  and  every 
sort  of  gear  not  otherwise  given  and  be- 
queathed by  her,  without  question,  inter- 
ference, or  inteiTuption,  in  any  way  or 
manner. 

Francis  Beales  had  ten  children,  who  were 
brought  before  the  Court  by  supplemental 
biU. 

The  two  questions  now  argued  were,  what 
was  the  meaning  of  the  expression, — 
"  Francis  Beales  and  his  family ;"  and,  se- 
condly, whether  the  long  annuities,  Colum- 
bian bonds,  and  the  promissory  note,  passed 
under  the  words  "  all  but  cash  or  monies  so 
called." 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  1843. 


27 


Mr»  Stunri,  and  Mr,  Foratery  for  the 
plaintifib,  the  next-of-kin  of  the  testatrix, 
cited — 

Robiiuon  V.  Waddelow,  8  Sim.  135 ;  s,  c. 

5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  350, 
Robifuon  v.  Tickell,  8  Yes.  142. 
on  the  first  point ;  and — 

Read  v.  Stewart,  4  Russ.  69. 

Dawson  v.  Gaskoin,  2  Keen,  14 ;  s.  c.  6 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  295. 
Wookey  v.  Pole,  4  B.  &  Aid.  1. 
Fleming  v.  Brook,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  318. 
on  the  second  point. 

Mr,  Woodf  for  Francis  Beales,  cited— 
Mac  Leroth  y.  Bacon,  5  Yes.  1 59. 
Barnes  v.  Patch,  8  Ibid.  604. 
De  WiUe  v.  De  Witte,  1 1  Sim.  41 ;  s.  c. 
9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  270. 
to  shew  that  the  testatrix  meant,  by  Francis 
Beales  and  his  family,  none  but  himself,  and 
his  ten  children :  also  Stuart  v.  the  Mar^ 
?»»  of  Bute  (l)t  as  to  what  was  meant  by 
"cash  or  monies  so  called." 

Mr,  Moore,  for  the  legal  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  testatrix. 

The  YicE  Chancellor. — It  appears  that 
this  lady,  in  making  her  will,  conceived  her 
language  was  not  very  intelligible,  for  she 
says  she  has  been  in  bed  three  weeks,  and 
there  may,  consequently,  be  mistakes.  It 
is  impossible  to  read  the  sentence  in  the 
will,  *' observing  that  Francis  Beales  and 
his  £unily  are  my  residuary  legatees,"  with- 
out seeing  that  the  testatrix  was  speaking 
of  more  than  Francis  Beales.  Now  he  had 
ten  children,  but  the  youngest  died,  ten 
years  old,  four  years  before  Sie  date  of  the 
will.  My  opinion,  therefore,  is,  that  there 
is  enough  stated  as  to  who  the  children  were, 
to  allow  the  Court  to  consider  that  the  tes- 
tatrix meant  by  '*  Francis  Beales  and  his 
family,"  all  his  children  living  at  the  time 
of  her  death ;  they  will,  therefore,  take  as 
joint  tenants.  She  then  says  they  are  resi- 
duary legatees  **  for  all  but  cash  or  monies 
so  called."  This  is  not  like  any  of  the  other 
cases ;  it  is  not  what  is  meant  by  monies, 
but  ''monies  so  called."  I  cannot  think  that 
promissory  notes,  payable  to  order,  could  be 
considered  as  cash,  or  money  commonly 
called  cash :  therefore  the  promissory  note 


is  not  excluded,  but  will  go  to  the  residuary 
legatee ;  as  to  the  long  annuities  and  Colum- 
bian bonds,  I  do  not  think  that  any  one 
would  consider  them  to  be  cash  or  monies 
so  called. 


WiGRAM,  V.C.I 
Mav  1 1     25      I    ^^^^^^^^  ^'  CONEBEAR. 

Bill  pro  Confesso-^fVaiver  of  Right  to 
Discharge  under  1  Will,  4.  c.  36.  s,  15. 
rule  13. 

Upon  the  defendant  being  brought  up  with-* 
in  the  time  prescribed  by  the  1  Will.  4.  c,  36. 
s,\b,  rule  13,  to  have  the  bill  takewpro  con- 
fesso  against  him,  and  craving  time  to  answer, 
three  weeks  time  was  given  to  him,  with  liberty 
to  apply  for  his  discharge,  after  answer  put 
in.  The  defendant  put  in  no  answer,  and 
the  time  prescribed  by  the  statute  having  run 
out  within  the  three  weeks,  it  was  held,  that 
the  defendant  had  waived,  for  valuable  con-> 
sideration,  his  right  to  be  discharged  under 
the  statute,  and  was  remitted  to  the  position 
he  would  have  been  in,  if  that  provision  of 
the  statute  had  not  existed. 

On  the  9th  of  May  1842,  the  defendant 
had  been  brought  up  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute  1  Will.  4.  c.  36.  s.  15, 
rule  13,  in  order  that  the  bill  might  be  taken 
pro  confesso  against  him ;  and  the  defendant 
applying  for  time  to  put  in  his  answer,  the 
plaintiff  not  opposing,  three  weeks*  time  was 
given  for  that  purpose. 

On  the  11th  of  May, — 

Mr,  Teed  moved  that  the  defendant  might 
be  discharged  out  of  custody,  on  the  ground 
that  the  order  for  taking  the  bill  pro  confesso 
had  not  been  obtained  within  the  time  limited 
by  the  act — Collins  v.  Colly er  (1). 

Mr.  Baily,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended, 
that  the  defendant  having  been  brought  up 
within  the  time  limited  by  the  statute,  and, 
then  at  his  own  request,  three  weeks'  time 
having  been  given  him  to  put  in  his  answer, 
could  not  now  take  advantage  of  the  indul- 
gence granted  to  him,  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  plaintiff. 

WiGRAM,  Y.C.  held,  that  the  defendant 
could  not  bring  himself  within  the  rule,  so 


(1)  11  Ves.  657. 


(I)  Gr.  Ac  Phil.  262. 
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as  to  entitle  him  to  Ms  discharge,  as  long  as 
the  order  of  the  9th  of  May  stood.  If  that 
order  was  irregular,  the  defendant  must 
make  a  special  application  to  discharge  it. 

May  1 1 . — Mr.  Teed  now  moved  that  the 
order  of  the  9  th  of  May  might  be  discharged, 
with  costs,  and  the  defendant  be  discharged 
out  of  custody,  without  paying  the  costs  of 
his  contempt,  on  the  ground  that  the  order 
of  the  9th  of  May  was  irregular,  and  that 
the  defendant  could  not  waive  his  right  to 
discharge,  when  it  had  once  accrued.  That 
the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  have  been  active 
in  getting  in  the  defendant's  answer. 
Haynes  v.  Ball^  4  Beav.  101. 
Greening  v.  Greening ^  1  Ibid.  121. 

Mr,  Baily^  contra. 

May  25. — Wigram,  V.C. — In  this  case 
the  plaintiff  had  brought  up  the  defendant 
to  have  the  bill  taken  pro  confesso  against 
him,  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  sta- 
tute. That  statute  supposes  the  existence 
of  two  cases ;  one,  where  the  taking  the  bill 
jpro  confesso  will  not  answer  the  justice  of 
the  case ;  that  is,  where  the  plaintiff  will 
not  be  able  to  get  all  his  relief,  without  a 
discovery  from  the  defendant;  and  the  other, 
where  no  discovery  is  wanted,  but  the  plain- 
tiff merely  wants  the  case  he  has  stated  to 
be  admitted.  Where  the  plaintiff  wants  a 
discovery,  the  Court  has  power  to  remand 
the  defendant  till  he  gives  it,  and  where  not, 
the  order  is  for  taking  the  bill  pro  confesso. 
In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  was  not  under  the 
necessity  of  bringing  up  the  defendant  at  an 
earlier  day  than  he  did.  The  case  is  this : 
three  days  before  the  expiration  of  the  time 
allowed,  he  brings  up  the  defendant,  who, 
it  appears,  was  unwilling  that  the  bill  should 
be  tcJ^en  pro  confesso  against  him,  and  asked 
for  an  opportunity  of  making  his  defence. 
Whether  the  plaintiff  could  then  have  in- 
sisted that  the  bill  should  be  taken  pro  con- 
fesso, I  give  no  opinion.  But  the  effect  of 
the  order  made  was,  to  carry  the  plaintiff 
over  the  time  prescribed  by  the  statute; 
and  the  defendant  having  bought  off  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  have  the  bill  taken  pro 
confesso  under  the  statute,  now  seeks  to  be 
discharged  out  of  custody,  without  restoring 
the  plaintiff  to  his  original  position.  It 
would  be  contrary  to  justice  and  common 
sense,  that  the  defendant  should  be  allowed 


so  to  deal  with  the  plaintiff.  All  the  cases 
cited  were  cases  where,  at  the  time  of  the 
order  made,  the  defendant  had  acquired  a 
right  to  be  discharged  by  the  time  allowed 
by  the  statute  having  expired ;  and  it  was 
held,  that  the  order  of  remand,  having  been 
made  at  the  time  when  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  his  discharge,  was  erroneous ;  and 
the  remark  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that 
in  case  of  personal  liberty  a  defendant  can- 
not waive  his  right  to  discharge,  must  apply 
to  cases  where  diat  right  is  perfected  before 
the  order  made.  In  such  a  case,  there  would 
be  no  consideration  for  the  waiver.  But  I 
have  no  doubt  there  are  many  cases  in  which 
a  party  may  waive  his  particular  rights  in  a 
suit,  and  may  even  contract,  for  his  own 
benefit,  to  give  up  his  right  to  be  discharged 
from  custody.  And  I  am  clearly  of  opinion, 
that  the  defendant  has  done  this  in  the  pre- 
sent case,  and  for  a  valuable  consideration ; 
and  that,  therefore,  he  has  remitted  himself 
to  the  situation  in  which  all  defendants  were, 
prior  to  the  passing  of  that  act.  In  this 
case,  I  have  less  anxiety,  because  it  is  not 
one  of  those  cases  where  the  defendant  can- 
not put  in  his  answer ;  for  though  it  was 
said,  that  the  delay  arose  from  his  not  being 
able  to  get  his  wife  to  join  with  him  in  his 
answer,  yet  now  the  plaintiff  offers  to  take 
his  answer  alone. 

Motion  refused. 


L.C.  ^ 

.15,23,  24;  V 
ecember  C.    j 
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December 


MEEKE  V.  KETTLEWELL. 


Voluntary  Assignment  —  Expectancy  — 
Trust — Stock, 

An  assignment  by  deed  of  a  mere  expect- 
ancy without  consideration,  and  without  no- 
tice to  the  trustees  in  whose  names  the  stock 
stands,  wiU  not  he  enforced  in  equity  against 
the  assignor. 

K,  who  in  the  event  of  M.  dying  without 
issue,  would  he  entitled  to  a  sum  of  stock 
standing  in  the  names  of  trustees,  in  trttst 
for  M.  for  life,  assigned  her  expectant  in- 
terest in  the  trust  fund.  Upon  the  death 
of  M,  without  issue,  the  assignee  filed  a  hill 
against  K.  and  the  trustees  to  have  the  trust 
fund  paid  to  him  :  — Held,  that  the  subject- 
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maUer  of  the  assignment  being  a  mere  eX' 
pectancy^  and  there  being  no  formal  declara- 
tion of  trust,  and  no  consideration^  nor  any 
notice  to  the  trustees,  the  Court  would  not 
enforce  the  deed  against  the  assignor. 

This  was  an  appeal*  firom  the  judgment 
of  Wigrain,V.C.  The  particulars  of  the  case 
will  be  found  reported  in  11  Law  J,  Rep. 
(n.8.)  Chanc.  293»  &  1  Hare,  464. 

The  Solicitor  General  and  Mr,  Hethering* 
ton  appeared  for  the  appellant,  and  Mr, 
Belhell,  Mr,  Wilbraham  and  Mr.  Willcock, 
for  the  respondents. 

In  addition  to  the  cases  cited  before 
Wigram,  V.C,  the  following  were  refer- 
red to: — 

The  Earl  of  Scarborough  v.  Doe  d.  Sa- 

vile,  3  Ad.  &  £1.  897  ;  s.  c.  6  Law  J. 

Rep.  (n.s.)  Exch.  270. 
Douglas  v.  Russell,  4  Sim.  524. 
Antrobus  v.  Smith,  12  Ves.  39. 
Fortescue  v.  Bamett,  3  Myl.  &  K.  36 ; 

s.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  106. 
Petre  v.  Espinasse,  2  Myl.  &  K.  496. 
Hawhyns  v.  Obyn,  2  Atk.  549. 
Doe  .d.   Gamons  v.  Knight,  5  B.  &  C. 

671 ;  s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  K.B.  161. 
Exton  V.  Scott,  6  Sim.  31. 
Jefferys  v.  Jefferys,  Cr.  &  Ph.  138. 
Ward  V.  Audland,  8  Sim.  571. 

Dec.  6. — The  Lord  Chancellor. — This 
was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  Wigram, 
V.C,  and  the  facts  of  the  case  are  fiilly 
stated  in  the  printed  report  of  the  judg- 
ment. The  question  depends  upon  the  effect 
of  the  deed  of  assignment  of  the  10th  of 
September  1839,  executed  by  Mrs.  Kettle- 
well  to  the  plaintiiF.  In  the  event  of 
her  daughter  d3dng  without  leaving  issue, 
she  would  become  entitled  to  11,000/.  sub- 
ject to  a  small  annuity,  as  next  of  kin  of 
her  daughter,  and  she  assigned  this  expect- 
ant estate  to  the  plaintiff,  in  trust,  as  to  a 
part  of  it  for  herself,  and  as  to  the  residue, 
in  trust  for  the  plaintiff,  for  his  own  use 
and  benefit.  The  daughter  died  without 
leaving  issue,  and  the  defendant,  as  next-of- 
kin  of  her  daughter,  her  husband  being 
excluded,  became  entitled  to  the  fund  in 
question,  which  was  in  the  hands  of  trustees 
under  her  late  husband's  will.  The  bill  was 
filed  against  the  widow  and  the  trustees,  to 


enforce  performance  of  the  trusts  of  the  deed 
of  assignment. 

It  is  not  disputed  in  this  case  that  the 
assignment  was  purely  voluntary,  but  the 
assignment  of  an  expectancy  such  as  this, 
cannot  be  supported  unless  made  for  a 
valuable  consideration.  It  is,  perhaps,  not 
strictly  an  assignment,  but  in  the  nature  of 
a  contract ;  and  a  court  of  equity  will 
give  effect  to  it,  if  made  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration. In  Grey  v.  Kentish  (1),  Lord 
Hardwicke  is  reported  to  have  said,  "  A 
husband  cannot  assign  in  law  a  possibility 
of  the  wife,  nor  a  possibility  of  his  own, 
but  this  Court  will,  notwithstanding,  sup- 
port such  an  assignment  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration.'* And,  again,  in  Hawhyns  v. 
Oybn,  "  I  will  not  say  but  the  husband 
might  have  disposed  of  this  possibility  in 
equity,  if  assigned  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion." The  deed,  therefore,  being  in  this 
case  merely  voluntary,  it  was  as  an  assign- 
ment altogether  inoperative ;  and  the  only 
remaining  question  will  be,  whether,  al- 
though void  as  an  assignment,  it  is  effectual 
as  a  declaration  of  trust. 

The  residue  is  assigned  to  the  plaintiff 
in  trust  for  himself.  There  can  be  no  dif- 
ference between  an  assignment  to  the  plain- 
tiff, in  trust  for  himself,  and  an  assignment 
to  him  simply.  The  assignment  fails,  and 
with  it  the  trust.  If  such  an  assignment 
be  inoperative,  it  does  not  convert  the  as- 
signor into  a  trustee  for  the  assignee.  It 
has  been  repeatedly  decided,  that  where  a 
covenant  is  intended,  as  in  the  present  case, 
and  it  is  imperfect  or  ineffectual,  it  cannot 
be  converted  into  a  declaration  of  trust  so 
as  to  make  the  donor  a  trustee  for  the 
donee.  The  case  of  Hawhyns  v.  Obyn  is 
clear  upon  this  point ;  and  in  the  cases  of 
Antrobus  v.  Smith,  and  Edwards  v.  Jones  {2), 
which  were  cases  of  imperfect  gifts,  it  was 
contended  that  the  donors  were  trustees  for 
the  donees,  but  in  both  cases  the  Court 
held,  thai  an  incomplete  gift  would  not 
operate  as  a  declaration  of  trust.  The 
judgment  of  Sir  William  Grant,  in  Antro^ 
bus  V.  Smith,  upon  this  point,  is  conclusive 
in  its  reasoning ;  it  is  stated  fully  by  Lord 
Cottenham,  in  Edwards  v.  Jones,  and  it  is 
unnecessary  to  repeat  it.     In  the  case  of 

(1)  1  Atk.  280. 

(2)  1  MyL  (i  Cr.  226 ;  ■.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.8.) 
Chanc.  194. 
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Shane  v.  Cadogan  (3),  which  was  so  much 
relied  upon  in  the  argument,  Bromley  Ca- 
dogan had  a  vested  interest  in  the  property 
assigned  ;  he  conveyed  it  to  trustees  for  his 
father.  Sir  William  Grant  considered  that 
a  trust  was  created,  and  upon  this  his 
judgment  was  founded.  It  is  ohvious, 
however,  that  that  case  is  very  distinguish- 
ahle  from  the  present,  which  is  an  assign- 
ment of  a  mere  expectancy,  which  conveys 
no  estate  or  interest  to  the  assignee;  al- 
though, when  made  for  a  valuable  consi- 
deration, which  is  wanting  here,  it  would  be 
supported  in  equity. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Vice  Chancellor  was  correct, 
and  that  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed.  The 
appellant  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 


M.R.        \ 
Dec.  11, 12.  / 


HAVERGAL  V,  HARRISON. 


Legacy — Lapse — Designatio  Persome, 

Gift  by  W,  to  his  wife  of  all  his  goods^ 
chattels^  ^c,  and^  at  her  departure ^  for  her 
brothers  and  sister  and  his  brothers  and  sister^ 
to  have  equal  shares  thereof  At  the  time  of 
making  his  willy  IV,  had  three  brothers  and  one 
sister,  and,  at  the  same  time,  his  wife  had  one 
brother  and  one  sister  only :  but  at  the  death 
of  the  testator  and  his  wife,  one  brother  and 
one  sister  only  were  living : — Held,  thai  the 
surviving  brother  and  sister  were  entitled 
each  to  one-sixth  of  the  fund  bequeathed,  and 
that  the  legacies  of  the  deceased  brothers  and 
sister  lapsed  and  was  undisposed  of 

John  Wilkins,  by  his  will,  bearing  date 
the  10th  of  July  1800,  bequeathed  as  fol- 
lows : — "  I  will  and  bequeath  unto  my 
beloved  wife,  Mary  Wilkins,  all  my  worldly 
effects,  stock  in  trade,  goods  and  chattels,  of 
every  description,  unto  me  belonging;  and 
at  my  beloved  wife's  departure,  for  her  bro- 
thers and  sister  and  my  brothers  and  sister,  to 
have  equal  share  of  all  my  stock,  goods  and 
chattels ;  and  for  her  further  security,  I  leave 
her  sole  executrix."  The  testator  died 
in  1 832,  and  his  widow  in  1 839,  and  the 
testator's  father  and  mother  intermarried  in 
1755.     At  the  date  of  the  will,  the  testator 

(3)  S  Sug.  Ven.  fit  Pur.  A  pp.  No.  27. 


had  three  brothers  and  one  sister,  and  his 
wife  had  one  brother  and  one  sister  living ; 
and  at  the  respective  times  of  the  testator's 
death  and  of  Uie  death  of  his  wife,  there  was 
only  one  brother  of  the  testator,  and  no 
sister,  and  only  one  sister  of  the  testator's 
wife,  and  no  brother,  living.  The  defen- 
dant James  Wilkins  (the  testator's  brother) 
and  the  plaintiffs,  being  nephews  and  nieces 
of  the  testator,  and  children  of  the  testator's 
brothers  and  sister,  who  died  before  the  tes- 
tator, were  the  testator's  next-of-kin  at  the 
time  of  his  death.  The  question  was,  whe- 
ther the  brothers  and  sister  of  the  testator, 
and  the  brother  and  sister  of  his  wife,  who 
were  alive  at  the  date  of  the  will,  were  the 
parties  intended  to  take  under  the  bequest 
contained  therein,  or  only  the  brothers  and 
sisters  of  himself  and  wife  who  should  be 
living  at  his  death. 

Mr,  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr,  Jervis,  for 
the  plaintiffs,  contended  that  the  only  question 
was,  whether  the  class  intended  was  or  not 
an  indefinite  class ;  that  the  latter  could  not 
possibly  have  been  intended  in  the  present 
case,  considering  the  age  of  the  testator's 
mother  at  the  date  of  the  testator's  will ; 
that  the  gift  could  not  be  construed  an  in- 
definite one,  having  regard  to  the  -word 
"  sister,"  which  was  a  clear  designatio  per- 
sonce. 

Mr.  Kindersley,  for  the  defendant  James 
Wilkins,  the  brother  of  the  testator,  living 
at  his  death,  contended,  that  the  gift  was 
not  in  effect  a  limited,  but  a  general  one, 
and  that  there  was  in  it  no  designatio  per- 
sonarum  ;  that  the  circumstance  of  the  tes- 
tator and  his  wife  having  each  one  sister 
only  at  the  date  of  the  will,  would  not  ex- 
clude brothers  of  either  of  those  parties  from 
taking  under  the  bequest ;  that  the  object 
was  to  give  the  property  to  the  parties  who 
should  represent  the  class  of  persons  at  the 
death  of  the  testator. 

Mr,  G,  Turner  and  Mr,  Craig  appeared 
for  the  defendant  Harrison,  the  executor  of 
the  sister  of  the  testator's  wife. 

The  following  cases  were  cited  : — 
Viner  v.  Francis,  2  Cox,  190. 
Shutileworth   v.    Greaves,   4   Myl.    & 

Cr.  35 ;  s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 

Chanc.  7. 
Knight  v.  Gould,  2  Myl.  &  K.  295. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls  observed, 
that  the  question  was,  whether  in  the  general 
description  which  the  testator  had  used  in 
his  will  he  had  implied  persons  capable  of 
being  enumerated  at  the  date  thereof;  that 
the  wife,  at  the  date  of  the  wiU,  had  one 
sister  only,  and  so  had  the  testator ;  and  that 
it  was  difficidt  to  suppose  the  testator  meant 
by  the  description  any  other  persons  than 
the  one  sister  of  himself  and  of  his  wife ;  for 
if  the  testator  intended  the  description  to 
answer  a  class  of  persons,  some  of  whom 
might  come  into  existence  at  a  future  time, 
it  was  inconceivable  that  he  should  have 
made  use  of  words  applicable  to  a  state  of 
things  existing  at  the  date  of  his  will ;  that 
his  Lordship* s  impression  was,  that  the  use 
of  the  word  sister  afforded  a  satisfactory 
inference  that  the  testator  did  not,  by  the 
bequest,  intend  a  class  of  persons  not  ca- 
pable of  being  enumerated  at  the  date  of  the 
will.  His  Lordship  added,  that  he  would 
peruse  the  cases  cited  before  he  gave  his  final 
decision  on  the  point. 

Dec.  12. — The  Master  of  the  Rolls 
stated  that  he  had  read  the  cases  that  were 
cited  in  argument  on  the  preceding  day, 
which  were  distinguishable  from  the  present, 
there  being  in  none  of  them  a  designation  of 
particular  persons ;  the  expression  in  the  most 
recent  of  them  ( Shutileworth  v.  Greaves) 
being,  to  all  and  every  the  testator*s  brothers 
and  sisters  ;  that  the  word  *'  sister  "  used  in 
the  testator's  will  could  only  apply  to  his 
sister,  and  the  sister  of  his  wife  Hving  at  the 
date  of  his  will ;  that  the  mention  of  **  bro- 
thers "  of  the  testator's  wife,  which  was  an 
inaccuracy,  had  created  some  ambiguity, 
but  not  sufficient  to  justify  his  Lordship  in 
the  conclusion  he  must  come  to,  from  the 
use  in  the  will  of  the  word  "sister;"  and 
he  must  declare  that  the  bequest  in  ques- 
tion was  a  gift  to  such  of  the  parties  de- 
signated as  were  living  at  the  date  of  the 
testator's  will.  Four-sixths  of  the  fund  be- 
queathed would  therefore  lapse  and  form 
personal  estate  undisposed  of,  to  be  distri- 
buted amongst  the  representatives  of  the 
widow  and  next-of-kin  of  the  testator,  ac- 
cording to  the  Statute  of  Distributions. 


} 


MASTERS  V.  BARNES. 


K.  Bruce,  V.C. 
Dec.  12. 

Parties  —  Administration  Suit — Execu^ 
tors — Ba  nkrupt, 

A  plaintiff  in  an  administration  suit  is  not 
compellable  to  make  the  representatives  or 
assignees  of  a  deceased  or  bankrupt  executor 
of  the  testator 9  whose  estate  is  sought  to  be 
administered,  parties  to  the  suit. 

Francis  Riley  bequeathed  all  his  personal 
estate  to  certain  persons,  one  of  whom  was 
represented  by  the  plaintiff,  and  appointed 
Thomas  Riley,  Hannah  Riley,  and  Mary 
Ann  Barnes  to  be  the  executor  and  execu- 
trixes of  his  will. 

Thomas  Riley  alone  proved  the  will,  and 
acted  in  execution  of  the  trusts  of  it.  He 
afterwards  became  bankrupt,  and  died 
shortly  after,  intestate  and  insolvent,  and 
no  administration  was  taken  out  to  him.  At 
the  time  of  Thomas  Riley's  bankruptcy,  a 
sum  was  due  from  him  in  respect  of  his  re- 
ceipts of  the  testator's  estate.  This  sum 
was  proved  as  a  debt  in  the  bankruptcy  by 
Mary  Ann  Barnes,  and  dividends  were  paid 
on  it. 

After  the  death  of  Thomas  Riley,  the  will 
of  the  testator  was  proved  by  Mary  Ann 
Barnes;  the  other  executrix  being  then 
dead. 

The  bill,  which  was  filed  by  the  plaintiff 
against  Mary  Ann  Barnes,  and  the  other 
parties  interested  in  the  personal  estate  of 
the  testator,  after  stating  the  facts  above 
mentioned,  alleged,  that  Qie  whole  estate  of 
the  bankrupt  had  been  administered,  and 
that  a  final  dividend  had  been  paid  on  the 
sum  due  from  him  to  the  testator's  estate  ; 
and  prayed  that  the  trusts  of  the  will  of  the 
testator  might  be  carried  into  execution; 
that  the  usual  accounts  might  be  taken,  and 
that  the  assets  might  be  divided  among  the 
persons  entitled  thereto. 

Mary  Ann  Barnes,  by  her  answer,  alleged, 
that  Thomas  Riley  had  mixed  monies  be- 
longing to  the  testator's  estate  with  other 
monies,  and  had  invested  this  mixed  fund 
in  his  own  name  in  different  securities,  with- 
out executing  any  declaration  of  trust,  and 
that  these  securities  were  still  outstanding ; 
and  submitted,  that,  under  these  circum- 
stances, the  assignees  of  Thomas  Riley  were 
necessary  parties  to  the  suit. 
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Mr.  Metcalfe^  for  Mary  Ann  Barnes,  sub- 
mitted, that  the  assignees  and  personal  re- 
presentatives of  Thomas  Riley  were  neces- 
sary parties  to  the  suit. 

Mr,  Russell  and  Mr,  Cockerell,  for  other 
parties. 

The  following  cases  were  cited — 

Williams  v.  Williams,  9  Mod.  299. 
Phelps  V.  SproulCf  4  Sim.  321. 
Holland  v.  Prior,  1  Myl.  &  K.  237. 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C. — There  is  a  differ- 
ence between  "  may"  and  "  must ;"  between 
the  questions,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  bound 
to  make  the  representatives  or  assignees  of 
a  deceased  or  bankrupt  executor  parties 
to  a  suit,  and  whether  he  may  make  them 
parties.  I  wi]l  venture  to  decide,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  compellable.  If  it  is  to  be 
decided  that  the  plaintiff  is  compellable,  it 
must  be  done  by  higher  authority  than  mine. 
I  give  no  opinion  on  the  question,  whether 
the  plaintiff  may  or  may  not  make  them 
parties — that  point  I  leave  entirely  untouch- 
ed. I  give  no  opinion  on  the  case  in  4  Simons. 
I  should  have  acted  exactly  in  the  same 
manner  if  that  case  had  never  existed. 

A  decree  was  then  taken  for  the  accounts 
of  the  testator's  estate. 


RICHARDSON  V.  HASTINGS. 


M 
Dec 


.R.     \ 
;.  21.  / 


ROBERTS  V,  JONES. 


Plea — Costs — SI**  Order  of  3rd  of  April 
1828. 

To  obtain  an  order  for  the  costs  of  a  plea 
under  the  Slst  of  the  Orders  of  the  3rd  of 
April  ]  828,  a  notice  of  the  motion  must  be 
previously  served  on  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Simons  applied  ex  parte  for  an  order, 
giving  the  defendant  the  costs  of  a  plea, 
which  had  been  put  in  to  the  plaintiff's  bill, 
and  to  which  no  replication  had  been  filed. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  reading 
the  Slst  Order  of  3rd  of  April  1828,  refused 
the  application,  and  desired  notice  of  motion 
to  be  served  on  the  plaintiff,  who  might  de- 
sire to  file  a  replication  to  the  plea. 


M.R.     1 
Dec.  21.  / 

Amendment — Demurrer. 

Mr.  Hubback  applied  ex  parte  for  leave 
to  amend  a  demurrer  put  in  to  the  plaintiff's 
bill  by  two  of  the  defendants,  by  substituting 
the  word  "  defendante"  for  "defendant," 
which — 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  granted,  on 
the  undertaking  of  the  defendants  to  amend 
the  plaintiff's  office  copy. 


J 


JACKLIN  V.  WXLKINS. 


M.R. 
Dec.  18,  22. 

New  Orders  of  October  IS^2— Notice  of 
Motion — Appearance. 

The  New  General  Orders  of  October 
1842,  make  no  alteration  in  the  practice  with 
respect  to  the  service  of  notice  of  motion  be- 
fore the  defendant's  appearance,  and  after 
service  of  subpoena ;  and  special  leave  must 
be  obtained  to  serve  the  notice  of  motion  per* 
sonally,  which  leave  must  be  mentioned  in 
the  notice  of  motion. 

After  the  defendant  had  been  served  with 
a  subpoena  to  appear  and  answer,  but  before 
he  had  actually  appeared,  and  before  his 
time  for  appearance  had  expired,  the  plain- 
tiff, without  obtaining  special  leave  of  the 
Court,  gave  notice  of  motion  for  an  injunc- 
tion.    The  defendant  did  not  appear. 

Mr,  Schomberg,  in  support  of  the  motion, 
which  was  intimated  by  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  not  to  be  regular,  said, — It  was  for- 
merly necessary  to  serve  the  six  clerk  with 
all  notices  of  motion,  and  until  appearance 
therefore  it  was  necessary  that  the  Court 
should  be  applied  to,  for  the  purpose  of  al- 
lowing a  notice  to  be  served  personally,  but 
as  the  office  of  six  clerks  had  been  abolished 
by  the  New  Orders  of  October  1842(1), 
the  parties  themselves  and  their  attomies 
were  to  be  served  with  notice  of  all  applica- 
tions, and  it  was  therefore  no  longer  neces- 
sary to  obtain  a  special  leave  to  serve  them. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  however, 
held,  that  there  had  been  no  alteration  in 


(1)  Ord.  Cane.  214,  215. 
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the  practice  in  this  respect,  and  that  special 
leave  ought  to  have  heen  obtained,  and  that 
the  &ct  cJiould  have  been  stated  in  the  notice 
of  motion  (2) ;  whereupon— 

Mr,  Schomberg  proposed  to  move  ex  parie, 
which  was  objected  to  by  his  Lordship,  on 
the  ground  of  the  lapse  of  time  (3).  The 
injunction  was  afterwards  granted  by  the 
Court,  after  leave  had  been  given,  under 
tpecial  circumstances,  to  serve  the  notice  of 
motion  at  the  defendant's  place  of  business, 
the  notice  of  motion  stating  such  leave  to 
have  been  given. 


SMITH    t^.    THE    DUKE 
BEAUFORT. 


OP 


v.c. 

1842. 

May  24,  31; 

June  2. 

L.C. 

July  16 ; 

Nov.  10, 17. 

1843. 

Nov.  7. 

Production  of  Documents, 

An  action  at  law  was  brought  to  recover 
monies  aUeged  to  he  due  in  respect  of  a  cus^ 
Umary  payment  of  Ad,  for  a  quantity  of  coals. 
The  drfendant  disptded  the  custom^  and  in^ 
sistedthat  the  quantity  on  which  the  4d,  had 
been  paid^  had  frequently  varied :  secondly^ 
that  the  custom  had  been  laid  in  different 
terms  by  parties  who  represented  the  in^ 
terest  which  the  plaintiff  at  law  now  pos* 
sessed:  and  also  that  some  payments  to  the 
predecessors  of  the  plaintiff  at  law  had  in- 
cluded a  certain  easement,  under  a  specific 
contract;  and  filed  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid 
of  his  defence  at  law,  charging  in  the  usual 
manner  that  the  plaintiff  at  law  had  various 
documents  in  his  possession.     The  plaintiff 
at  law  set  forth  in  a  schedule  to  his  answer , 
a  Ust  of  documents  in  his  possession  relating 
to  the  matters  mentioned  in  the  bill,  and  f  n- 
sisted  that  they  related  to  his  title,  and  did 
not  relate  to  the  title  of  the  defendant  at 
law,  but  not  expressly  denying  that  they  re* 
lated  to  the  variance  in  the  custom  or  to  the 
equities  on  which  the  bill  was  founded:^ 

(2)  HiU  V.  RimeU,  8  Sim.  632  ;  8.  c.  as  Hall  v. 
Rimel,  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  82. 

(8)  Ramibottom  v.  Freeman,  4  Bear.  145 ;  s.  c. 
10  Law  J.  R«p.  (n.b.)  Chanc.  362. 
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Held,  that  the  plaintiff  at  law  was  not  pro^ 
tected  by  his  answer  from  the  necessity  of 
producing  the  documents  mentioned  in  his 
schedule. 

The  Duke  of  Beaufort  had  commenced 
an  action  at  law  against  the  plaintiff, 
Charles  Henry  Smith ;  and  by  the  declara- 
tion, he  alleged  that  Smith  was,  on  the  Ist 
of  November  1840,  indebted  to  him  in 
1,000^  for  divers  customs,  duties,  tolls, 
and  sums  of  money,  payable  by  Smith  to 
the  Duke,  upon  divers  coals,  before  then 
rabed  and  gotten  by  Smith,  within  and 
firom  the  Duke's  manor  and  seigniory  of 
Kilvey,  in  the  county  of  Glamorgan,  and 
before  then  carried  through  the  said  manor 
and  seigniory,  and  sold  and  exported  to 
sea,  over  Swansea  Bar,  and  for  divers  other 
customs,  duties,  tolls,  and  sums  of  money 
before  then  payable  by  Smith  to  the  Duke, 
upon  divers  oUier  coals  before  then  raised, 
gotten,  and  taken  by  Smith  within  and  from 
die  Duke's  manors  and  seigniory,  and  for 
divers  other  sums  of  money  due,  and  of  right 
payable  and  rendeiable  by  Smith  to  the 
Duke,  as  the  owner  of  the  said  manors  for 
certain  other  customs,  duties,  tolls,  and  cus- 
tomary payments  before  then  due  and  of 
right  payable  and  renderable  by  Smith  to 
the  Duke,  being  such  owner  of  the  said 
manor. 

Smith  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  issue 
had  been  joined. 

This  was  a  bill  for  a  discovery  in  aid 
of  Smith's  defence  to  the  action  at  law. 

The  plaintiff  was  in  possession  of  two 
collieries,  in  the  manor  of  Kilvey,  one  call- 
ed the  Lansamlet  colliery,  with  the  free  use 
of  the  coal  bank  at  White  Rock,  and  of  the 
Dock  there  for  vessels  to  load  or  unload 
coal  and  culm,  which  he  held  under  a  lease 
from  the  Earl  of  Jersey,  dated  in  1833 ;  and 
the  other  called  the  Old  Church  Pit  col- 
liery, which  he  had  had  from  1828. 

Both  these  collieries  are  near  to  the  river 
of  Swansea,  otherwise  Tawe,  which  falls 
into  Swansea  Bay,  and  is,  and  from  time 
immemorial  has  been,  a  public  navigable 
river,  and  the  parties  using  it  were  not  sub- 
ject to  any  toll  or  duty,  save  only  such  as 
were  payable  to  the  trustees  of  Swansea 
Harbour,  under  certain  acts  of  parliament. 

The  coal  raised  by  Smith  from  his  two 
collieries,  was  brought  by  him  to  a  certain 
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wharf  belonging  to  him  on  the  left  hand  of 
the  Tawe,  made  by  one  of  the  antecessors 
in  title  of  Smith,  and  the  greater  part  of 
such  coal  was  sold  by  him  to  the  captains 
or  masters  of  the  vessels  resorting  to  the 
wharf  for  that  purpose,  who  had  departed 
therewith,  but  Smith  had  never  been  him- 
self a  shipper  or  exporter  of  any  such  coal, 
and  the  said  captains  or  masters  had  been 
under  no  obligation  to  Smith  to  export  the 
same  to  sea  over  Swansea  Bar.  The  Duke 
claimed  from  Smith  the  sum  of  4d.  for 
every  wey  of  coal  raised  from  his  respec- 
tive collieries,  and  sold  and  exported  to  sea 
over  Swansea  Bar,  which  he  claimed  by  im- 
memorial custom,  as  lord  of  the  manor  of 
Kilvey,  and  the  Duke  laid  the  custom  as 
being  *'  for  every^  wey  of  coal  raised  and 
gotten  within  and  from  the  manor  and 
seigniory  of  Kilvey,  in  the  county  of  Gla- 
morgan, and  carried  through  the  said  manor 
and  seigniory,  and  sold  and  exported  to  sea 
over  Swansea  Bar,"  in  respect  of  which 
custom  the  action  had  been  brought. 

The  bill  stated,  that  the  Diike  alleged 
that  his  ancestors  and  himself  were  the 
lords  of  the  manors  of  Swansea  and  Kil- 
vey, and  that  by  charter,  prescription,  or 
other  good  and  lawful  title,  they  were  en- 
titled to  all  royalties  within  those  manors,  to 
the  sea  shore  of  Swansea  and  Kilvey  be- 
tween high  and  low  water  mark;  to  the 
water  channel  and  soil  of  the  Tawe  and  to 
the  port  and  harbour  of  Swansea,  and  to 
the  admiralty  of  the  seas,  bays,  havens, 
ports,  and  rivers,  withiui  or  bordering,  or 
surrounding  the  same. 

The  bill  charged,  that  no  collieries  were 
opened  in  the  manor  of  Kilvey,  nor  was 
any  coal  exported  over  Swansea  Bar  till 
many  years  after  the  reign  of  Richard  I. ; 
that  the  said  alleged  custom  had  been 
laid  in  different  terms  at  different  times; 
that  in  November  1838,  the  executors  of 
the  late  Duke  of  Beaufort  had  filed  a  bill 
against  Smith  for  the  recovery  of  certain 
arrears  claimed  to  be  due  in  respect  of  the 
customary  payment  of  4£{.,  and  that  the 
custom  was  laid  by  them  that  frx)m  time 
immemorial  it  had  been  paid  to  the  lord  of 
the  manor  of  Kilvey  "  for  every  wey  of  coal 
raised  and  gotten  within,  from,  out  of,  or 
under  the  said  manor  of  Kilvey,  or  any  part 
thereof,  and  shipped  to  sea,  over  Swansea 
Bar,  and  for  the  ways  and  places  to  lay  it 


down  by  the  water  side,  and  for  the  liber- 
ties of  the  river,  the  sum  of  4d.*'  That  the 
bill  was  afterwards  amended,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs (the  executors)  then  alleged  the  4d, 
to  be  due  in  respect  of  coals  sold  to  sea,  over 
Swansea  Bar. 

The  bill  further  charged,  that  the  Duke 
had  in  his  possession  a  survey,  or  copy  of  a 
survey,  dated  the  27th  of  September  1686, 
in  which  the  custom  is  laid  as  follows  :  "  for 
every  wey  of  coal  wrought  within  the  said 
manor,  and  sold  to  sea,  and  for  the  ways 
and  places  to  lay  it  down  by  the  water-side, 
and  for  the  liberties  of  the  river,  the  sum 
of  4d,j  after  the  rate  of  Is,  4d,  for  every 
last;"  and  that  the  Duke  had  divers  other 
surveys,  inquisitions,  books,  and  docmnents 
containing  entries  of,  or  relative  to  the  said 
alleged  customary  payment  of  4(2.,  from, 
which  the  terms,  or  supposed  terms,  of  the 
said  alleged  custom  would  appear :  that  the 
alleged  custom  had  varied  in  respect  of  the 
number  of  bushels  contained  in  a  wey  of 
coals,  and  had  sometimes  been  144  bushels, 
and  at  other  times  216  bushels,  and  that 
the  customary  payment  of  4i.  had  some- 
times been  taken  in  respect  of  48  bags 
to  the  wey,  and  at  other  times  in  re- 
spect of  72  bags :  that  the  alle^  right 
of  the  Duke  to  the  water  channel  and 
soil  of  the  Tawe,  and  to  the  port  and  har- 
bour of  Swansea,  and  to  the  soil  thereof, 
and  to  the  admiralty  of  the  adjoining  seas, 
&c.,  were  not  appurtenant  to  the  manor  of. 
Kilvey,  and  that  the  Duke  ought  to  set 
forth  how  he  made  out  the  same  :  that  the 
alleged  customary  payment  of  4d.  origin- 
ated in  some  compromise  of  disputed  rights 
of  very  limited  local  extent,  and  not  com- 
prehending the  collieries  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
in  the  grant  or  allowance  of  some  ease- 
ment or  way-leave,  now  expired,  by  some 
of  the  predecessors  in  title  of  the  Duke,  for 
the  transit,  deposit,  or  exportation  of  coal, 
or  otherwise  in  relation  thereto :  that 
although  the  said  alleged  custom  had 
sometimes  been  laid  as  providing,  by  way 
of  easement,  ways  and  places  to  lay  down 
the  coal  by  the  water-side,  yet  some  or 
one  of  the  Duke's  predecessors  had  some- 
times made  a  special  bargain,  and  received 
special  compensation  for  ways  and  places 
to  lay  down  coal  raised  within  the  said 
manor  of  Kilvey,  by  the  side  of  the  Tawe. 

The  bill   then   stated   an  indenture   of 
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leaae,  of  the  8th  of  December  1750,  where* 
by  the  then  Duke  of  Beaufort  granted  and 
demised  to    Chauncey  Townsend,    (under 
whom  Sniith  claimed)  for  ninety-nine  years, 
all  necessary  powers  for  making  roads,  &c. 
along,  across,  and  oyer  the  highways  and 
waters  in  the  manor  of  Kilvey,  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  coal  from  the  collieries 
there  (including  Smith's  collieries)  to  the 
riyer-side,  and  for  carrying  back  materials, 
and  also  power  to  make  wharfe  on  the  banks 
of  the  river  Tawe,  for  shipping  the  said 
coal,  so  that  no  injury  was  done  to   the 
navigation  of  the  river,  and  reserving  to  the 
Duke,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  such  cus- 
tomary dues  and  payments  as  were,  and 
should  from  time  to  time  become  due  and 
payable  to  him  and  them  as  lords  of  the 
manor ;  and  also  an  indenture  of  lease  of  the 
22nd  of  February  1783,  whereby  the  then 
Duke  of  Beaufort  granted  and  demised  cer- 
tam  lands  to  Lord  Vernon  for  sixty-eight 
years,  with  power  to  make  a  canal  through 
them  for  carrying  coals  from  the  coal  works 
under  the  estate  of  Lord  Vernon,  in  Lan- 
saodet,  and  to  dig  a  basin  for  barges,  and 
make  a  wharf  for  landing  and  shipping 
coals  and  other  things,  subject  to  the  yearly 
rent  of  20^.,  which  indenture  contained  no 
reference  to  the  customary  payment  of  4d. 

The  bin  charged,  that  the  Duke  had  never 
afforded  any  easement  to  Smith,  with  respect 
to  the  coal  raised  from  his  collieries,  and 
that  the  Duke  was  not  seised  or  possessed 
of  the  banks  of  the  river,  or  of  ways  or  places 
to  lay  down  coal  at  the  wharf  where  Smith's 
coal  was  shipped,  and  that  he  was  not  ex- 
clusively possessed,  as  lord  of  the  manor 
or  otherwise,  of  the  banks  of  the  river,  which 
were  the  property  of  various  land-owners, 
among  whom  the  Duke  was  one. 

The  bill  then  chai^^,  that  neither  the 
Duke  nor  any  of  his  predecessors  ever  ex- 
ercised any  right  over  the  harbour  or  river 
of  Swansea,  or  the  Swansea  Bar,  nor  repair- 
ed the  harbour ;  that  the  said  customary  pay- 
ment was  not  claimed  by  the  Duke,  in  respect 
of  any  coal  raised  on  the  right  or  Swansea 
bank  of  the  Tawe ;  that  the  said  customary 
payment  of  4d.  had  sometimes  been  claimed 
in  respect  of  the  coal  carried  through  the 
manor  of  KOvey  to  the  Tawe,  and  exported 
to  sea  over  Swansea  Bar,  although  not  raised 
within  the  manor  of  Kilvey ;  and  by  way  of 
evidence  thereof,  stated  an  indenture  of  lease 


of  March  1827,  between  the  then  Duke  and 
Oeorge  Tennant. 

The  bill  then  charged,  m  the  common  form, 
that  the  Duke  had  in  his  possession  various 
deeds,  instruments,  inquisitions,  surveys, 
cases,  opinions,  books  of  account,  accounts, 
&c.,  relating  to  the  several  matters  aforesaid, 
or  some  of  them,  or  whereby  the  truth  of 
the  said  matters,  or  some  of  them,  would 
appear,  and  that  the  Duke  might  set  forth 
a  schedule. 

The  Duke  by  his  answer  stated,  that  he 
was  entitled,  as  tenant  for  life,  to  the  manors 
of  Kilvey  and  Swansea,  and  he  and  his  an- 
cestors were  entitled  by  charter,  prescription, 
or  other  good,  legal,  and  lawful  title  to  all 
royalties  belonging  to  the  said  manors ;  and 
he  believed,  that  for  several  hundred  years 
past,  there  had  been,  and  of  right  ought  to 
be  paid  and  payable  to  his  predecessors, 
and  there  was  now  payable  to  him  for  every 
wey  of  coal  raised  wiUiin  the  manor  of  Kil- 
vey, and  carried  through  the  said  manor, 
and  sold  and  exported  to  sea  over  Swansea 
Bar,  the  sum  of  4d.,  every  such  wey  con- 
sisting of  forty-eight  bags,  and  every  bag 
containing  three  bushels  of  Winchester  mea- 
sure, and  that  such  wey  was  the  old  wey, 
as  distinguished  from  what  has  been  called 
the  new  wey,  consisting  of  seventy-two  bags ; 
and  he  claimed  that  customary  payment, 
not  exclusively  as  a  customary  payment 
due  and  of  right  payable  to  him  as  lord  of 
the  manor  of  Kilvey,  but  generally  as  a 
payment  due,  and  of  right  payable  by 
the  plaintiff  to  him,  upon  coals  raised  and 
gotten  by  the  plaintiff  within  and  from  the 
manor  and  seigniory  of  Kilvey,  and  carried 
through  the  said  manor  and  seigniory,  and 
sold  and  exported  to  sea  over  Swansea  Bar; 
and  he  was  advised  and  believed  that  such 
claim  might  be  supported  as  a  customary 
payment  existing  beyond  the  time  of  legid 
memory,  or  as  a  toll  traverse,  or  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  toll  traverse,  or  as  a  port  duty,  or 
in  the  nature  of  a  port  duty,  payable  to  the 
owner  or  proprietor  of  the  port  and  harbour 
of  Swansea,  or  as  payable  by  virtue  of  some 
agreement  or  arrangement  between  the  land- 
owners and  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  Kilvey, 
at  some  remote  period,  or  as  being  a  reser- 
vation made  to  the  lord  of  the  said  manor, 
as  the  original  owner  of  all  the  lands  therein, 
before  or  when  he  parcelled  out  his  demesne 
lands  to  the  fee  tenants  of  the  manor. 
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The  Duke  further  stated,  that  he  did  not 
believe  that  the  custom  had  been  laid  in 
different  terms  at  different  times,  except  that 
the  claim  of  the  executors  of  the  late  Duke 
was  made  as  for  a  custom,  and  not  generally, 
and  that  the  same  was  laid  in  different 
words,  but  always  meaning  or  importing  the 
same  thing  in  substance ;  that  the  claim  of 
the  executors  was  a  limited  claim  for  a  cus- 
tomary payment,  as  payable  to  the  lord  of 
the  manor  of  Kilvey,  whereas  the  claim  of 
the  Duke  was  a  general  claim,  which  might 
be  supported  either  as  a  custom  or  otherwise. 
The  Duke,  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge, 
information,  and  belief,  denied  it  to  be  true, 
that  the  said  payment  or  duty  had  varied 
respecting  the  number  of  bushels  contained 
in  a  wey  of  coals,  upon  Which  the  same  had 
been  demanded  and  paid,  or  that  the  said 
wey  had  been  sometimes  144,  and  at  other 
times  216  bushels,  or  that  the  said  payment 
had  been  sometimes  taken  on  48  bags,  and 
at  other  times  92  or  72  bags.  And  the 
Duke  said,  that  the  payment  of  ^d.  was  an 
ancient  payment  or  duty,  for  the  old  or 
ancient  wey  of  48  bags,  every  bag  containing 
3  bushels  of  Winchester  measure,  as  he  was 
informed  and  believed,  making  together  144 
bushels,  in  such  old  or  ancient  wey,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  new  wey  of  72  bags, 
containing  216  bushels.  And  the  Di^e 
said  he  was  informed  and  believed,  that 
when  the  coals  were  measured  by  the  an- 
cient wey,  the  paynient  in  respect  thereof 
was  always  4^.,  and  that  in  latter  times, 
when  the  coals  were  mcMured  by  the  new 
wey,  the  same  was  for  the  purpose  of  the 
said  duty  turned  into  the  old  wey,  by  adding 
one-third  of  the  number  of  new  weys,  and 
the  sum  of  4d.  was  paid  on  the  number  of 
weys  obtained  by  such  addition. 
The  Duke  said  he  was  informed  and  believed, 
that  by  a  mistake  or  inadvertence,  payment 
was  received  by  the  then  Duke  from  the  said 
C.  Townsend,  from  1751  to  1759,  of  4c{.,  cal- 
culated on  the  new  wey,  and  that  such  mis- 
take, being  discovered,  was  coirected  by  the 
said  C.  Townsend  accounting  for  and  pay- 
ing all  the  arrears  or  deficiency,  so  as  to 
make  up  the  payment  of  4d.  on  the  old  wey ; 
and  the  Duke  said  he  was  informed  and 
believed,  that  there  was  no  other  instance 
of  any  such  mistake.  The  Duke  denied  it 
to  be  true  that  the  custom  originated  in 
any  such  compromise  as  was  alleged  in  the 


bill,  or  that  the  custom  had  somedmes  been 
laid  as  providing  by  way  of  easement,  ways 
and  places  to  lay  down  the  coal  by  the 
water  side,  or  that  any  of  his  predecessors 
had,  at  any  time  made  a  special  bargain,  or 
received  a  special  compensation  for  ways 
and  places,  to  lay  down  coals  raised  within 
the  manor  of  Kilvey,  by  the  side  of  the  river 
Tawe.  The  Duke  admitted  the  indentures 
of  the  8th  of  December  1750  and  the  22nd 
of  February  1783,  and  said  that  the  liberties 
and  privileges  were  thereby  granted  for  a 
nominal  consideration,  in  order  to  encourage 
the  exportation  of  coal,  and  thereby  increase 
the  revenues  arising  to  the  Duke  from  the 
said  payment.  And  he  said  that  he  did,  as 
he  was  advised  and  believed,  afford  an  ease- 
ment to  the  plaintiff,  in  respect  of  the  said 
coal,  for  that  he  was  seised  or  possessed  of 
the  banks  of  the  Tawe,  or  ways  and  places 
to  lay  down  coal  at  the  place  or  wharf  where 
the  coal  of  the  plaintiff  was  shipped,  inas- 
much as  the  soil  of  the  river,  and  of  the  port 
and  harbour  of  Swansea,  belonged  to  him, 
and  no  coal  raised  by  the  plaintiff  within 
the  manor  could  be  shipped  or  exported 
from  the  river  or  port,  without  passing  over 
land  belonging  to  him  (the  Duke),  and  no 
wharf  could  be  erected  on  the  bank  of  the 
river,  without  lying  or  touching  on  such  land. 
The  Duke  admitted,  that  he  had  in  his 
custody  or  power,  and  that  there  were  in  his 
muniment  room  at  Badminton  various  deeds, 
instruments,  surveys,  cases  for  the  opinion 
of  counsel,  books  of  account,  accounts, 
ledgers,  entries,  letters,  copies  of  and 
extracts  from  letters,  vouchers,  receipts, 
memoranda,  papers,  and  writings,  wholly  or 
in  part  relating  to  the  matters  in  the  bill 
mentioned,  or  some  of  them ;  but  he  denied 
it  to  be  true,  that  thereby  the  truth  of  the 
matters  in  tiie  bill  stated  and  charged,  or 
any  of  them,  would  appear,  or  be  elucidated, 
save  as  by  the  said  answer  was  mentioned. 
And  the  Duke,  in  the  second  schedule  to  his 
answer,  set  forth  a  list  of  all  such  documents ; 
and  he  said,  that  the  several  documents 
in  such  schedule  were  the  title-deeds,  evi- 
dences, and  muniments  of  or  belonging  to 
him,  as  the  tenant  for  life  as  aforesaid,  and 
the  same  respectively  evidenced  or  related 
to  his  right  and  title  as  tenant  for  life,  and 
of  his  son  the  Marquis  of  Worcester,  as  tenant 
in  tail  in  remainder  to  the  said  estate  and 
hereditaments,  and  to  the  said  duty  or  pay- 
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ment  of  4i{.  per  wey,  and  did  not  in  any 
manner  evidence  or  relate  to  any  estate, 
right,  or  title  whatsoever  of  or  belonging 
to, or  claimed  by  the  plaintiff;  nor  were  the 
same  in  any  way  material  or  necessary  to 
or  for  the  plaintiff's  defence  in  the  action, 
nor  bad  the  plaintiff  any  interest  whatsoever 
in  the  same,  or  any  of  them ;  and  he  sub- 
mitted that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
the  production  diereof. 

liie  second  schedule  contained  the  fol- 
lowing documents  (1) :-~ 

+  24th  of  February  1305.  34  Edw.  1. 
Copy  translation  of  die  charter  of  William 
de  Breons  to  the  town  of  Swansea. 

+  2  Edw.  3.  Office  copy  charter  of 
confirmation  to  John  de  Mowbray  and  Aliva, 
his  wife,  of  all  the  land  in  Gower,  with  the 
appurtenances  in  Wales. 

The  Earl  of  Worcester's  audit  rolls,  about 
thirty-two  in  number,  in  various  years,  from 
33  Hen.  8.  to  17  Car.  1.  Note— Most  of 
the  above  audit  roUs  contain  an  entry  or 
entries  of  receipts  of  monies  on  accoimt  or 
in  respect  of  the  payment  of  4c{.  per  wey  in 
question,  and  in  the  others  the  account  is 
returned  in  blank.  Note — The  intermediate 
years  not  appearing  in  the  above  list  of 
audit  rolls,  are  not  to  be  found  at  Badmin- 
ton or  elsewhere. 

+  5  Jac.  1.  Office  copy  grant  to  Ed- 
ward Earl  of  Worcester,  of  certain  liberties. 

•f  29  Car.  2.  Exemplification  of  the 
grant  of  5  Jac.  1. 

1702  to  1733,  both  inclusive.  A  series 
of  rentals  of  the  successive  Dukes  of  Beau- 
fort, for  each  year,  each  containing  entries  of 
receipts  of  sums  of  money  in  respect  of  the 
payment  of  4<2.  per  wey  in  question. 

1734  to  1831.  A  bundle  of  original  ac- 
counts, (very  many  in  number,)  delivered 
by  or  on  behalf  of  Uie  Hon.  Bussey  Mansel, 
Bussey  Lord  Mansel,  Chauncey  Townsend, 
James  Townsend,  John  Smith,  Charles 
Smith,  and  Charles  and  Henry  Smith,  from 
1734  tol807,(omittingfroml783  to  1791,) 
Henry  Smith  for  1817  and  1818,  and  the 
plaintiff  for  1829,  1830,  and  1831. 

+  23rd  of  February  1702.  A  case  sub- 
mitted by  the  Duke'  as  to  his  right  of  action 
against  the  then  tenant  and  late  lessee  of 
tlie  said  payment  of  4c2.  per  wey,  for  rent 

(1)  The  docoments  marked  -|-  *  ^ere  omitted  out 
of  tiie  order  for  production  of  documents. 


accruing  after  the  expiration  of  his  lease, 
and  the  opinion  of  Mr.  William  Dobins 
thereon. 

Eleven  letters  between  the  years  1741 
and  1756,  most  of  them  from  the  Duke's 
steward  to  his  Grace. 

20  £liz.,  1583.  A  mutilated  copy  of  a 
survey  of  the  manor  of  Kilvey. 

27th  of  August  1650.  Survey  of  the 
seigniory  of  Gower,  and  the  several  members 
thereof,  begun  the  27th  of  August  1650  by 
three  commissioners,  by  virtue  of  a  commis- 
sion from  Oliver  Cromwell. 

+  2nd  of  February,  15  Car.  2,  a.d.  1664. 
Original  and  counterpart  indenture  of  lease 
from  Robert  Raworth  and  Richard  Cox, 
esqrs.,  of  the  first  part,  Edward  Earl  and 
Marquis  of  Worcester  and  Henry  Lord 
Herbert,  son  and  heir  apparent  of  the  said 
Marquis,  of  the  second  part,  and  Thomas 
Williams,  of  Swansea,  in  the  county  of 
Glamorgan,  merchant,  of  the  third  part, 
being  a  demise  of  the  said  sum  of  Ad.  per 
wey,  due  and  payable  for  every  wey  of  coals 
wrought  within  the  lordship  of  Kilvey,  in 
the  county  aforesaid,  and  from  thence  ex- 
ported over  the  Bar  of  Swansea  aforesaid, 
to  hold  for  twenty -one  years,  at  the  yearly 
rent  of  121,  and  one  couple  of  fat  capons. 

+  20th  of  July,  27  Car.  2,  a.d.  1675, 
Counterpart  indenture  of  lease  from  Henry 
Marquis  of  Worcester  of  the  one  part,  and 
David  Evans,  of  Gwemlynwhith,  in  the 
said  county  of  ,  esq.,  of  the  other 

part,  being  a  demise  of  the  said  sum  of  4d. 
per  wey,  due  and  payable  for  every  wey 
of  coals  wrought  within  the  lordship  of 
Kilvey,  in  the  county  of  Glamorgan,  and 
from  tiience  exported  over  the  bar  of  Swan- 
sea, in  the  county  aforesaid,  to  hold  for 
twenty -one  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  12L 
and  two  fat  capons. 

27th  of  September  1686,  2  Jac.  2.  An 
original  survey  of  the  manor  of  Kilvey, 
made  by  a  jury  of  survey,  being  tenants  of 
the  said  manor,  under  a  commission  of  sur- 
vey from  the  then  Duke  of  Beaufort,  lord 
of  the  said  manor,  and  which  survey  is  signed 
amongst  other  parties,  tenants  of  the  said 
manor,  by  Thomas  Popkin  and  Roger 
Morgan. 

1764.  A  survey  of  the  seigniories  of 
Gower  and  Kilvey,  made  by  Gabriel  Powell, 
esq.,  steward  thereof,  by  command  of  Eliza- 
beth, Duchess  Dowager  of  Beaufort. 
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-I-  2nd  of  November  1743.  Indenture 
between  Henry  Duke  of  Beaufort  of  the 
one  part,  and  the  Hon.  Bussey  Mansel,  of 
Brittonferry,  in  the  county  of  Glamorgan, 
esq.,  of  the  other  part. 

8th  of  December  1750.  Counterpart  in- 
denture of  lease  from  Charles  Noel  Duke  of 
Beaufort  to  C.  Townsend,  esq.,  referred  to 
in  the  plaintiff's  bill. 

-I-  22nd  of  February  178S.  Counterpart 
lease  between  Henry  Duke  of  Beaufort  of 
the  one  part,  and  the  Right  Hon.  George 
Venables  Lord  Vernon  of  the  other  part, 
referred  to  in  the  plaintiff's  bill. 

+  18th  and  19th  of  May  1810.  Deed 
of  exchange  between  Henry  Charles  Duke 
of  Beaufort  and  Lord  Vernon. 

+  21st  of  May  1810.  Original  lease 
from  Charles  Smith  and  Henry  Smith,  esqrs., 
of  the  one  part,  and  Henry  Charles  Duke 
of  Beaufort  of  the  other  part. 

-f  1st  of  March  1827.  Counterpart  in- 
denture of  lease  between  Henry  Charles 
Duke  of  Beaufort  and  the  defendant,  then 
Henry  Marquis  of  Worcester,  of  the  one 
part,  and  George  Tennant,  esq.,  of  the  other 
part. 

+  Also  several  cases  and  opinions  of 
counsel  thereon,  being  all  of  them  subse- 
quent in  date  to  the  refusal  of  the  plaintiff 
to  pay  the  4d.  per  wey  in  question,  and 
with  a  view  to  proceedings  td^en,  or  to  be 
taken,  against  the  plaintiff  for  recovering  the 
said  payment. 

A  motion  was  now  made  for  the  produc- 
tion of  the  documents  mentioned  in  the 
second  schedule. 

Mr,  Lloyd  appeared  in  support  of  the 
motion,  and — 

Mr.  Lowndes  and  Mr»  Campbell  o^^sed 
it. 

The  following  cases  were  cited  : — 
Bolton  V.  the  Corporation  of  Liverpool, 
3  Sim.  467 :  s.  c.  1  Myl.  &  K.  88 ; 
1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  166. 
Lady  Shaftesbury  v.  Arrowsmith,^  Ves. 

Tyler  v.  Drayton,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  309. 
Kennedy  v.  Green,  6  Sim.  6. 
Burrell  v.  Nicholson,  1  Myl.  &  K.  680. 
Storey  v.  Lord  George  Lennox,  1  Myl. 

&  Cr.  525  ;  s.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 

Chanc.  99. 
Mitford  on  Pleading,  154. 
firkins  v.  Lowe,  13  Price,  193. 


Compton  V.  Earl  Grey,  1  You.  &  Jer. 

154. 
Knight  v.  the  Marquis  of  Waterford,  2 

You.  &  Col.  31 ;  s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep. 

(n.s.)  £x.  £q.  57. 
Combe  v.  the  City  of  London,  4  Ibid. 

153. 
Glegg  v.  Legh,  4  Mad.  193. 
Sampson  v.  Swettenham,  5  Ibid.  16. 
Tomlinson  v.  Lymer,  2  Sim.  489. 
Radcliffe  v.  Fursman,  2  Bro.  P.C.  514. 
Richards  v.  Jackson,  18  Ves.  474. 

May  31,  1842.— Wigram,  V.C.  [after 
stating  the  &ct8  of  the  case.]— Now,  upon 
this  answer,  I  observe,  that  according  to  my 
apprehension  of  the  practice  of  the  Court,  it 
throws  on  the  Duke  the  onus  of  excusing 
himself  from  producing  the  documents  in 
the  schedule  to  his  answer.  The  answer 
admits  that  the  documents  in  the  schedule 
are  relevant  to  the  plaintiff's  case,  that  is, 
to  the  matters  in  the  bill  mentioned,  and 
that  admission,  taken  alone,  will, |>rtma/ac»e, 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  inspect  them — Storey 
V.  Lord  George  Lennox,  Tyler  v.  Dray^ 
ton;  and  it  is  abundantly  clear,  ihat  the 
plaintiff,  and  not  the  defendant,  has  a  right 
to  judge  for  himself  of  the  materiality  of 
relevant  documents,  to  the  production  of 
which  no  valid  objection  is  raised  by  the 
answer.  The  question  then  is,  has  the  Duke 
suggested  a  sufficient  reason  why  he  should 
not  be  ordered.to  produce,  for  the  plaintiff's 
inspection,  those  documents  which  he  ad- 
mits to  be  in  his  possession,  relevant  to  the 
matters  mentioned  in  the  bill  ? 

I  will  first  consider  the  case  with  respect 
to  the  alleged  variance  in  the  quantity  of 
coal,  in  respect  of  which  the  4d,  was  paid. 
In  Bolton  v.  the  Corporation  of  Liverpool, 
the  bill  alleged  generally,  that  if  the  corpo- 
ration would  produce  their  own  documents 
relating  to  the  matter  in  dispute,  it  would 
thereby  appear,  that  their  case  at  law  was 
unfounded,  that  is,  that  the  production  of 
the  documents  of  the  corporation  would 
fiimish  evidence  against  tiie  defendants. 
The  defendants  denied  the  truth  of  this  alle- 
gation, and  the  Court  decided  (and  I  think 
properly)  that  where  the  defendant  credibly 
denies  the  allegation  on  which  the  plaintiff 
founds  his  title  to  the  production  of  docu- 
ments, the  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  call  for 
an  inspection  of  documents  which  constitute 
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the  defendant's  evidence,  only  for  the  pur- 
pose of  seeing  whether  he  can,  by  such  in- 
spection, discover  something  which  should 
invalidate  the  defendant's  case.  That,  how- 
ever, is  not  the  case  here.  The  bill  in  this 
case  alleges  facts  as  being  within  the  know- 
ledge of  the  plaintiff,  which,  if  true,  would 
be  material  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  in  an- 
swer to  the  defendant's  case  at  law  :  those 
£icts  must,  for  the  purpose  of  the  present 
discussion,  be  assimilated  to  a  replication, 
theugh  not  strictly  so,  of  the  defendant's 
*  case,  or  the  plainthf 's  case,  for  the  purpose 
of  this  suit :  the  onus  of  proving  that  case 
lies  on  the  plaintiff,  and  discovery  from  the 
defendant  is  evidence  to  which  die  rules  of 
equity  entitle  the  plaintiff. 

It  was  said  by  Mr.  Lowndes,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  had  no  right  to  inspect  the  docu- 
ments in  a  case  like  BoUan  v.  tJhe  Corporation 
of  Liverpool,  he  could  not  be  in  a  better  posi- 
tion, merely  because  he  had  alleged  a  specific 
defect  in  the  defendant's  case,  and  made  that 
defect  his  own  case.  With  this  observation 
I  am  inclined  to  agree,  provided  the  plaintiff 
cannot  carry  his  case  beyond  his  own  alle- 
gation, and  that  allegation  is  denied  by  the 
answer.  In  this,  as  in  every  case,  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  defendant  should  be  com- 
pelled to  produce  the  documents  in  his  pos- 
session, for  the  purpose  of  inspection,  must 
depend  on  the  answer.  The  judgment  of 
Lord  Cottenham  in  the  case  of  Adams  v. 
Fisher  (2),  and  in  Storey  v.  Lord  George 
Lennox,  will  clearly  warrant  this  conclusion ; 
and  if,  in  the  case  before  me,  the  Duke  had 
alleged  with  due  precision,  that  no  such 
variance  as  the  bill  spedflcally  alleged  ap- 
peared on  any  of  the  documents  in  the  sche- 
dnle,  I  should,  as  at  present  advised,  pro- 
bably decide  that  the  documents  ought  not 
to  be  produced.  I  see  no  other  way  of 
avoiding  the  absurd  conclusion  to  which 
Mr.  Lowndes  adverted — ^that  the  plaintiff, 
aUegmg  that  which  is  untrue,  might  other- 
wise entide  himself  to  the  production  of 
documents,  to  which,  according  to  the  truth 
of  the  case,  the  plaintiff  was  not  endded ;  for 
it  is  obvious  that  a  plea  (if  a  plea  could  be 
framed  to  meet  the  bill)  would  not  place  the 
defendant  in  abetter  position  for  answering, 
for  the  discovery  asked  would  be  directed 

(2)  3  MyL  &  Cr.  526 ;  s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.i.) 
Cbuc.289. 


against  the  truth  of  the  plea.  But  that  is  not 
the  question  here ;  the  Duke  does  not  deny 
the  allegation  of  variance  in  the  payments 
for  the  coal,  but  admits  and  explains  the 
fact.  Then  the  documents  shewing  this 
variance  are  evidence  of  the  case  which  the 
plaintiff  has  made  by  the  bill :  the  body  of 
the  Duke's  answer,  containing  that  admission, 
might  be  read  against  him  at  law,  and  there 
is  no  principle  upon  which  I  can  refuse  die 
production  of  documents,  which,  as  Lord 
Eldon  often  said,  as  in  Atkyns  v.  JVright{Z\ 
and  in  Evans  v.  Richard  (4),  being  in  the 
schedule,  and  being  evidence  of  the  plain- 
tiff's case,  are  in  the  same  situation  as  if 
they  were  set  out  in  hcec  verba  in  the  answer. 

If  the  case  of  Bolton  v.  the  Corporation 
of  Liverpool,  as  reported  in  8  Simons,  is 
carefully  examined  with  reference  to  the 
documents  which  the  Vice  Chancellor  order- 
ed to  be  produced,  that  case  will  be  found, 
to  a  great  extent,  to  be  an  authority  for  the 
opinion  which  I  express  in  this  case.  It  is 
satisfactory  to  me  to  consider  that  the  defen- 
dant cannot  be  injuriously  affected  in  this 
case  at  law,  by  the  opinion  I  have  formed ; 
for  although  in  a  case  asking  relief  in  equity, 
the  plaintiff  may,  perhaps,  be  entided  to 
read  documents  obtained  from  the  defen- 
dant's answer,  apart  from  the  body  of  the 
answer,  as  in  Miller  v.  Qow{6),  at  law 
he  can  only  read  this  as  part  of  his  answer, 
and  the  Duke  will  thereby  get  the  benefit 
of  the  explanation  he  gives  in  hb  answer — 
Brown  v.  ThomUm(fi),  and  Miller  v.  Gow, 
to  which  I  have  just  referred. 

The  observations  I  have  made  on  the 
alleged  variance  of  the  quantity  of  the  coal, 
in  respect  of  which  the  \d.  was  paid,  apply 
in  some  degree  to  the  other  two  points  made 
by  the  plaintiff.  In  that  case,  the  Duke, 
to  some  extent,  admits  the  truth  of  the  plain- 
tiff's allegation,  though  not  with  the  same 
distinctness  as  in  the  first  case. 

The  questions  as  to  the  particular  docu- 
ments which  ought  to  be  produced  were 
mentioned  again  on  the  2nd  of  June,  and  in 
die  course  of  the  discussion,  his  Honour 
made  the  following  observations  :^ 

(3)  14Ve8.211. 

(4)  1  Swanst  8. 

(5)  1  You.  &  Col.  N.C.  56. 

(6)  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  243}  s.c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.b.) 
Chanc.  219. 
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WiaaAM,  y.C. — ^The  aigiunent  in  this 
case  has  carried  the  case  of  Bolton  ▼•  the  CoT" 
paraiion  of  Liverpool  veiy  much  farther  than 
that  case  goes.  That  case  does  not  mean 
that  the  defendant  is  only  to  produce  what 
makes  out  a  right  or  title  in  the  plaintiff, 
but  the  plaint^  must  make  out  upon  the 
answer,  tiiat  the  right,  which  he  hias,  is  to 
some  extent  admittad. 

According  to  the  case  of  BoUon  v.  the 
Corporation  of  Liverpool,  the  Duke  saying 
these  documents  merely  relate  to  his  own 
title,  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  entitled, 
imder  a  mere  general  chaige,  to  have  docu- 
ments produced,  which,  if  produced,  might 
destroy  the  Duke's  title.  Now,  the  plain- 
tiff sets  up  three  distinct  facts,  which  going 
before  a  jury,  might  be  very  important  to 
disprove  the  custom.  One  is,  that  although 
the  4d.  was  paid,  it  has  been  paid,  not,  as 
the  Duke  says,  in  respect  of  a  certain  quan- 
tity of  coals,  but  for  the  wey,  which  has 
varied  very  much  in  quantity :  that  is  the  first 
point.  The  second  point  is,  that  the  custom 
has  been  laid  in  a  different  way  at  different 
time.,  by  person,  in  the  same  situation  as 
the  Duke.  And  the  third  is,  that  the  ease- 
ment, which  is  stated  to  be  part  of  the  cus- 
tom, has  been,  in  fact,  the  subject  of  separate 
payments.  Here,  then,  the  Duke  admits, 
sub  modOf  that  each  of  the  allegations  is  true 
to  some  extent.  Then  he  admits  generally, 
that  he  is  in  possession  of  documents  re- 
lating to  the  matters  in  question,  or  some  of 
them.  If  he  stopped  there,  I  should  have 
no  hesitation  in  saying,  that  admitting  their 
relevancy,  and  not  protecting  himself,  the 
plaintiff  would  have  a  right  to  have  them 
produced,  to  see  whether  they  admit  the 
variance  or  not.  The  Duke  does  add  some- 
thing by  way  of  protection,  because  he  says 
the  documents  do  not  relate  to  any  title  of 
the  plaintiff.  But  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
allegation  that  they  do  not  make  out,  or 
prove,  or  relate  to  any  right  or  title  of  the 
plaintiff,  is  not  a  protection  at  all  in  that 
general  way ;  because  the  allegation  of  this 
easement  having  been  paid  for  separately, 
the  all^ation  diat  the  amount  of  4d.  has 
been  paid  in  respect  of  the  different  quanti- 
ties of  coal,  and  the  other  allegation  to  which 
he  refers,  are  none  of  them  rights  or  titles 
of  the  plaintiff  in  that  sense  of  tibe  word,  but 
they  are  very  material  to  decide  the  title ; 
and,  therefore,  if  the  Duke  cannot  shew  his 


title,  my  present  impression  is,  that  I  could 
not  on  this  answer  refuse  to  give  a  general 
order  for  the  production  of  all  documents, 
except  title-deeds,  which  can  have  nothing 
at  all  to  do  with  the  matfer. 

I  think  that  Bolton  v.  the  Corporation  of 
Liverpool  goes  no  farther  than  this,  that 
primd  facie  every  man  is  entitled  to  his  own 
documents,  and  no  man  has  a  right  to  see 
the  documents  of  the  other  party,  to  fish  out 
a  case.  If  one  party  alleges  a  case  which  is 
merely  the  effect  of  invention,  and  the  other 
denies  it,  he  would  be  still  protected ;  but, 
if  he  alleges  a  case,  and  the  other  admits  it, 
I  cannot  conceive  upon  what  principle  dis- 
covery can  be  refused. 

The  Duke  now  moved  before  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  to  discharge  the  order  of  the 
Court  below ;  and  the  motion  was  argued 
before  his  Lordship  on  the  16th  of  July, 
and  10th  and  17th  of  November  1842. 

Nov.  7,  1848.-— The  Lord  Chancellor 
[after  stating  the  circumstances.] — ^The  de- 
fendant having  admitted  that  he  has  in  his 
possession  documents  which  relate  to  the 
matters  in  the  bill  mentioned,  that  is,  to  the 
variation^  so  stated  and  set  forth  by  the 
plaintiff,  he  is  bound,  according  to  the  gene- 
ral rule,  to  produce  them ;  and  it  is  not  a 
sufiScient  answer  to  say  that  they  will  not 
establish  the  truth  of  the  matters  alleged  by 
the  plaindff ;  still  less  can  it  be  so  when  the 
answer  is  qualified  with  the  reservation, 
"  save  as  in  the  answer  is  mentioned."  The 
plaintiff  has  a  right  to  see  the  documents, 
and  to  judge  for  himself.  But  it  is  further 
stated  by  the  defendant,  that  these  docu- 
ments are  his  title-deeds,  evidences,  and 
muniments,  and  evidence  or  relate  to  his 
right  and  title  to  his  estate,  and  to  the  said 
duty,  and  do  not  in  any  manner  evidence 
or  relate  to  any  estate  belonging  or  claimed 
by  the  plaintiff,  nor  has  the  plaintiff  any 
interest  in  them.  With  respect  to  the  latter 
part  of  this  statement,  it  is  sufficient  to  ob- 
serve that  the  plaintiff  does  not  claim  the 
inspection  of  these  documents,  as  evidencing 
or  relating  to  any  estate  or  right  belonging 
to  him,  nor  does  he  claim  any  interest  in 
them  in  the  sense  in  which  the  word  is  here 
used  :  he  admits  them  to  be  the  property  of 
and  belonging  to  the  defendant.  This  is 
not  the  ground  on  which  he  rests  his  right 
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to  ingpect  tfaem.  He  claims  the  inspection 
as  relating  to  the  matters  chaiged  by  him  in 
the  bill,  the  variations  there  stated  by  him 
at  different  periods  in  the  alleged  custom, 
ancient  payment,  or  claim  of  toll.  This  is 
the  gronnd  of  his  claim.  And  with  respect 
to  the  former  part  of  this  allegation,  in  which 
it  is  stated  that  these  documents  are  the 
title-deeds,  evidences,  and  muniments  of 
the  defendant,  and  evidence  or  relate  to  his 
right  and  title  to  the  said  duty  or  payment, 
the  answer  is,  that  the  plaintiff  does  not 
require  the  production  of  such  documents 
as  are  exclusive  evidence  of  the  title  of  the 
defendant  to  the  dues  in  question.  He  re- 
quires the  production  of  those  documents 
which  come  under  the  second  branch  of  the 
alternative — those  which  relate  to  the  right 
and  title  of  the  defendant,  and  relate  also  to 
the  variations,  that  is,  to  the  matters  charged 
in  the  bill,  and  which  the  pkuntiff  has  an 
interest  in  establishing.  It  is  obvious  that 
those  must  be  indud^  amongst  the  docu- 
ments which  relate  to  the  right  of  the  defen- 
dant These  are  what  the  plaintiff  requires : 
they  do  not  exclusively  evidence  the  defen- 
dant's title ;  they  shew  the  alleged  varia- 
tions, and  thereby  tend  to  disprove  it :  to 
those,  I  think,  he  is  entitled. — [His  Lord- 
ship then  referred  to  the  case  of  BoUon  v. 
ihe  Corporaiicn  of  Liverpool.']  This  appeal 
most,  therefore,  be  dismissed ;  but,  as  the 
question  is  one  of  very  great  nicety,  I  think 
it  ii  not  a  case  for  costs.  The  defendant  is 
at  liberty  to  seal  up  whatever  does  not  relate 
to  the  matters  in  question. 

Appeal  dismissedf  without  costs. 


I  MARQUIS  OF  HERTFORD 


M.R. 

T\       \a  »  ** »  r      I,.  LORD  LOWTHEH. 

Dec.  12.        J 

Legacy f  Specific  or  General;  Cumulative 
or  SubstitutiofMl^Ademption —  Words  ejus- 
dem  generis  —  Locality — Foreign  Bonds — 
Choses  in  action. 

Afhy  a  codicil  to  his  wUl^  bequeathed  as 
foUows : — "  In  addition  to  all  other  bequests 
toM,besidesAusirianmetaUiquesfor  104,000 
jhrinst  I  give  SfiOOL*'  By  a  codicil  of  sub- 
uquent  date^  he  bequeathed  as  follows  :— 
**And  whereas  I  hiave,  by  indorsemenis  on 
two  UttU  parcels  containing  104  Austrian 
l^BW  Sbribb,  XIII.^Chanc. 


bonds,  1000  florins  each,  given  them  to  M; 
I  confirm  the  said  disposition,  and  add  to  it 
20,0002.  English  currency."  The  Austrian 
metalliques  and  Austrian  bonds  were  the 
same  subject-matter,  being  government  o6- 
ligations : — Held,  that  the  gift  of  Austrian 
bonds  in  the  latter  codicil  was  specific,  and 
was  a  substitution  for  the  Austrian  metal- 
Uques,  but  that  the  legacy  of  20,0002.  was 
not  a  substitution  for  the  legacy  of  5,0002. 

By  another  codicil,  A.  gave  to  the  Coun-' 
tess  de  Z.  **  all  the  goods  and  chattels,  plate, 
linen,  money  at  the  bankers*,  horses,  car- 
riages,  ^c.  he  might  die  possessed  of  at 
Milan  or  in  Lombardy,  on  condition  that  she 
paid  3,0002.  to  C.  D."  At  the  time  of  his 
death  A,  was  possessed  at  Milan  of  Polish 
and  Austrian  negotiable  securities,  passing 
by  delivery  : — Held,  that  the  same  did  not 
pass  to  the  Countess  by  the  codicil. 

The  late  Marquis  of  Hertford  made  divers 
codicils  to  his  will.  By  one  of  them,  dated 
the  18th  of  July  1831,  he  gave  to  each  of 
lus  three  wards,  Matilda,  afterwards  the 
Countess  Berchtoldt,  Charlotte  and  Louisa, 
daughters  of  L.  W.  Strachan,  20,0002.,  those 
legacies  to  be  over  and  above  any  other 
legacies  already  bequeathed  to  all  or  any  of 
those  persons.  By  a  codicil,  dated  the  10th 
of  January  1834,  the  testator  gave  to  three 
trustees  10,0002.,  to  be  invested  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Countess  Berchtoldt,  in  the 
manner  therein  mentioned ;  and  by  a  memo- 
randum, dated  the  1st  of  August  1834,  the 
testator  declared  that  he  meant  that  legacy 
to  be  over  and  above  the  other  legacies.  By 
a  codicil,  dated  the  18th  of  February  1834, 
the  testator,  over  and  above  other  legacies, 
gave  to  his  three  wards  above  mentioned 
20,0002.  each,  out  of  lus  personal  estate  or 
funded  property.  By  a  codicil,  dated  the 
3l8t  of  July  1835,after  bequeathing  his  lease- 
hold estate  situate  in  the  Regent's  Park  to 
his  three  wards  and  their  mother  in  manner 
therein  mentioned,  and  the  interest  of  a  sum 
of  8,0002.  to  be  invested  by  his  executors 
for  the  purpose  of  paying  thereout  the  rent 
and  keeping  the  estate  in  repair,  the  testator 
ratified  and  confirmed  his  will  and  codicils 
in  all  respects,  except  so  far  as  the  same  were 
altered  or  revoked  by  that  codicil,  or  by 
any  previous  one.  By  another  codicil,  dated 
the  1 7th  of  September  1835,  the  testator 
declared  the  legacies  thereby  given  to  be 
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in  addition  to  what,  in  most  instances,  he 
had  given  to  the  same  persons  by  other 
codicils  and  bequests,  all  of  which  he  con- 
firmed, as  well  as  the  repealing  codicils  in 
some  instances,  but  that  this  the  dates 
would  regulate :  all  bequests  to  women  he 
wished,  l&e  the  Duke  of  Queensberry's,  to 
be  independent  of  their  present  or  future 
husbands'  controul.  The  testator  then  gave 
as  follows  : — "  In  addition  to  all  other  be- 
quests to  Matilda  Countess  Berchtoldt, 
besides  Austrian  metalliques  for  104,000 
florins,  I  give  5,000/."  By  a  codicil,  dated 
the  27th  of  January  1837,  the  testator  be- 
queathed as  follows  : — "  Whereas  I  have, 
by  indorsements  on  two  little  parcels  con- 
taining 104  Austrian  bonds,  1,000  florins 
each,  given  them  to  Matilda,  Countess 
Berchtoldt ;  I  confirm  the  said  disposition, 
and  add  to  it  20,0002.  English  currency." 
By  another  codicil,  dated  the  3rd  of  April 
1837,  the  testator  gave  and  bequeathed  to 
the  Countess  de  Zichy,  over  and  above  all 
other  bequests  and  legacies,  all  the  goods 
and  chattels,  plate,  linen,  money  at  the 
bankers',  or  stock  in  the  Monte  de  Milano, 
horses,  carriages,  &c.  he  might  die  pos- 
sessed of  at  Milan  or  in  Lombardy,  on  con- 
dition she  gave  8,0002.  sterling  to  make  an 
annuity  for  the  life  of  the  person  therein 
mentioned.  By  another  co£cil,  dated  the 
26th  of  April  1839,  after  giving  legacies  to 
other  persons,  he  bequeathed  to  the  Countess 
Berchtoldt  5,000/.,  and  directed  those  lega- 
cies to  be  a  first  and  primary  charge  upon 
certain  manors,  messuages,  lands,  tithes,  and 
hereditaments  therein  described,  to  and  over 
which  he  had  any  disposing  power,  and  he 
thereby  ratified  and  confinned  his  wiU  and 
codicils  (except  as  before  excepted)  in  every 
other  respect. 

The  Master,  by  his  report,  found  that  the 
testator  did  not  die  possessed  of  the  Austrian 
metalliques  for  104,000  florins,  or  of  the 
104  Austrian  bonds,  but  that  the  only 
Austrian  metalliques  or  bonds  belonging  to 
the  testator  at  his  decease  were  eight  cer- 
tificates or  bonds  of  1,000  florins  each, 
which,  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  decease, 
were  deposited  with  Messrs.  Hopkinson, 
Barton  &  Co.,  his  bankers,  and  were  not 
sealed  up  or  directed  to  any  individual,  and 
that  the  legacies  of  Austrian  metalliques  for 
104,000  florins  and  104  Austrian  bonds  of 
1,000  florins  each  were  adeemed,  and  that  the 


legacy  of  20,000/.  mentioned  in  the  codicil 
of  the  27th  of  January  1837  was  a  substi- 
tution for  the  legacy  of  5,000/.  mentioned 
in  the  codicil  of  the  17th  of  September  1835. 
The  Master  further  found,  that  the  Countess 
Berchtoldt  was  entitled  to  the  following 
pecuniary  legacies,  viz. — 20,000/.,  20,000/., 
20,000/.,  and  5,000/.,  amounting  altogether 
to  the  sum  of  65,000/.,  and  to  the  fiirther 
sum  therein  mentioned  in  respect  of  interest 
due  thereon.  The  Master  also  found  that, 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testator,  he 
was  possessed  at  Milan  and  elsewhere  in 
Lombardy  of  divers  goods  and  chattels,  and 
(amongst  other  things)  of  the  Polish  and 
Austrian  certificates  and  other  negotiable 
securities,  which  passed  by  delivery,  after 
mentioned  (but  not  of  any  stock  in  the 
Monte  de  Milano),  viz. — 600  Polish  certi- 
ficates A.  of  2,000  florins  each,  with  5  per 
cent,  interest,  payable  1st  of  January  and 
21st  of  July— in  total,  florins  1,200,000; 
1,259  Polish  certificates  B.  of  200  florins 
each,  without  interest — in  total,  florins 
251,800 ;  4  certificates  of  the  Vienna  Loan, 
to  be  reimbursed  1st  of  January  1843,  of 
370  florins  each— in  total,  1,480;  17  certifi- 
cates of  the  Vienna  Loan  1831,  of  500  florins 
each,  nominal  capital  without  interest — ^in 
total,  8,500;  8  Borderaux,  each  bearing 
10  coupons  of  six  months'  interest,  of  12 
ducats  and  50  grains,  relative  to  the  Nea- 
politan State  obligations.  The  Countess 
Berchtoldt  took  exceptions  to  the  Master's 
report  in  respect  of  his  finding  that  the  be- 
quests of  Austrian  metalliques  and  bonds 
had  been  adeemed,  and  that  the  legacy  of 
20,000/.  bequeathed  by  the  codicil  of  the 
27th  of  January  1837»  was  a  substitution 
for  the  legacy  of  5,000/.  bequeathed  by  the 
codicil  of  the  17th  of  September  1835. 
The  plaintifl^,  the  residuary  legatee  of  the 
late  Marquis,  also  excepted  to  die  report,  in 
respect  of  the  Master's  finding  that  the 
Countess  de  Zichy  was  entitled  (amongst 
other  specific  bequests)  to  the  seveiul  Polish 
certificates,  the  certificates  of  the  Vienna 
Loan,  and  the  eight  Borderaux  relative  to 
the  Neapolitui  State  obligations  hereinbefore 
described. 

Mr,  Q,  Turner  and  Mr.  Tripp^  in  sup- 
port of  the  first  exceptions. — The  Countess 
is  entitled  to  have  so  much  money  out 
of  the  testator's  estate  as  will  purchase 
Austrian  metalliques  of  104,000  florinS|  at 
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the  end  of  a  year  from  the  testator's  death, 
on  the  ground  that  the  gift  of  those  secu- 
rities by  the  codicil  of  the  17th  of  Septem- 
ber 1835  is  a  general  one  ;  and  the  Coun- 
tess is  also  entitled  to  the  legacy  of  5,000/. 
given  by  the  same  instrument,  the  legacy 
of  20,000/.  given   by  the    codicil  of  the 
27th  of  January  1837,  not  being  in  substi- 
tation  of  the  legacy  of  5,000/.      It  is  ad- 
mitted that  the  gift  of  the  104  Austrian 
bonds  of  1,000  florins  each,  not  being  forth- 
coming at  the  testator's   death,  is  gone. 
Legacies  are  primd  facie  cumulative  by 
their  nature,  when  given  by  distinct  instru- 
ments ;  in  the  present  case  there  is  a  clear, 
distinct,  and   substantive    bequest  in  the 
codicil  of  the  17th  of  September  1835,  of 
Austrian  metalliques  for  104,000   florins, 
whexeas  in  the  subsequent  codicil  of  the  27th 
of  January  1837,  there  is  a  totally  diflerent 
disposition,  the  gift  there  being  clearly  spe- 
cific in  its  nature,  and  no  evidence  is  ad- 
duced on  the  other  side  to  prove  any  inten- 
tion on  the  x>art  of  the  testator  to  substitute 
the  one  gift  for  the  other ;  on  the  contrary, 
throughout  the  numerous  codicils  made  by 
the  testator,  an  intention  is  manifested  to 
confer  additional  and  increased  bounties  on 
the  objects  named  in  them  ;  and  whenever 
the  testator  was  minded  to  revoke  a  be- 
quest, he  well  understood  how  to  effect  his 
purpose.     The  testator  must  have  intended 
the  Countess  to  take  one  of  the  two  be- 
quests; and  her  right  to  the  general  legacy, 
given  by  the  codicil  of  the  17th  of  Septem- 
ber 1835,  is  strongly  aided  by  the  fact  of 
the  Austrian   bonds  (the  specific  legacy) 
given  by  the  codicil  of  the  27th  of  Janu- 
ary 1837,  not  being  forthcoming  at  the  tes- 
tator's death.     If  the  testator  intended  by 
the  latter  of  the  «two  codicils  to  alter  the 
gift  contained  in  the  former,  still  the  intent 
not  taking  effect,  the  gift  in  the  former  codi- 
cil would  remain  valid  (1). — Secondly,  as 
to  the  legacies  of  20,000/.  and  5,000/.      If 
the  Court  be  adverse  to  the  claim  of  the 
Countess    Berchtoldt,    in   respect   of   the 
Austrian  metalliques,    there  is  no  reason 
^by  it  should  be  so  on  this  point.     The 
gift  of  the  5,000/.  required  no  confirma- 
tion ;  but  by  the  codicil  of  the  26th  of  April 
1839,  he  ratified  and   confirmed  his  said 

(1)  Onions  0.  Tyrer,  1  P.  Wms.  343  ;  and  Kirkc 
V.  Kirke,  4  Russ.  435;  s.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  Cbane. 


will  and  codicils  (except  as  before  excepted) 
in  every  respect,  the  two  legacies  in  question 
of  5,000/.  and  20,000/.  having  been  be- 
queathed by  distinct  codicils  of  prior  date  to 
diat  codicil ;  and  the  cases  in  the  books 
establish  the  rule,  that  in  order  to  cut 
down  the  bounty  of  a  testator  you  must 
shew  an  indication  of  intention  on  the  part 
of  the  testator  to  that  effect  upon  the  face 
of  the  instruments  executed  by  him — Robin" 
son  V.  Addison  (2). 

The  other  cases  cited  in  support  of  the 
exceptions  were — 

Guy  V.  Sharp,  1  Myl.  8c  K.  589 ;  af- 
firmed by  Lord  Chancellor  Broug- 
ham, on  appeal. 

Hodges  v.  Peacock,  3  Ves.  735. 

Mackenzie  v.  Mackenzie,  2  Russ.  262. 

Hurst  V.  Beach,  5  Madd.  358. 

Wray  v.  Field,  6  Ibid.  300. 

Sir  Charles  Wetherell,  Mr.  KindersUy, 
and  Mr,  Schomberg,  for  the  plaintiff.—- 
By  Austrian  metalliques  the  testator  meant 
a  particular  kind  of  stock,  given  as  obliga- 
tions, being  of  different  values,  some  of  them 
carrying  interest  at  5  per  cent.,  others  at 
4  per  cent.  &c. ;  and  even  if  the  codicil 
of  the  17th  of  September  1835  were  held 
(which  it  cannot  be)  to  contain  words  of 
gift  with  respect  to  Austrian  metalliques, 
it  would  be  void  for  uncertainty;  and  if 
by  the  codicil  of  the  27th  of  January 
1837,  the  testator  meant  a  distinct  gift  of 
Austrian  bonds,  he  would  have  stated  the 
nature  of  the  particular  bonds  he  purposed 
giving  to  the  Countess ;  there,  however,  is 
only  one  bequest  intended  by  both  the  codi- 
cils, viz.  the  "  two  little  parcels  containing 
104  Austrian  bonds,  1,000  fiorins  each," 
which  being  specific,  has  been  adeemed  by 
the  testator.  The  same  arguments  apply  to 
the  legacies  of  5,000/.  and  20,000/.  The 
gift  of  5,000/.  by  the  codicil  of  the  17th  of 
September  1835,  is  not  a  distinct  gift,  but 
conjoined  with  the  gift  of  the  Austrian  me- 
talliques ;  and  in  the  codicil  of  the  27th  of 
January  1837,  which  contains  the  bequest 
of  20,000/.,  no  words  of  accumulation  are 
found,  whereas  in  the  codicil  of  the  17th 
of  September  1835,  cumulative  words  are 

(2)  2  Bear.  515 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  lUp.  (n.b.) 
Chano.  369. 
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used  by  the  testator ;  and  so  likewise  in 
other  codicils  when  the  testator  intended  to 
give  additional  benefits  to  parties. 

Allen  V.  CaUow,  S  Yes.  289. 

Rohley  V.  Robley,  2  Beav.  95. 
Mr,  Pemberian  Leigh  and  Mr,  FoUett, 
for  the  executors. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. — I  think 
there  exists  no  reason  for  supposing  that  the 
legacy  of  20,0002.  bequeathed  by  the  codicil 
of  the  27th  of  January  18d7»  was  a  substi- 
tution for  all  the  legacies  given  by  the  pre- 
ceding codicils,  or  that^he  legacy  contained 
in  the  codicO  of  the  26th  of  April  1839, 
was  a  substitution  for  the  gifts  contained  in 
the  codicils  of  prior  date.     The  information 
adduced  with  reference  to   the   nature   of 
the  Austrian  metalliques  is  not  so  full  as  I 
could  have  desired.     The  testator,  in  the 
codicil  of  the  27th  of  January  18d7»  says  he 
has  given  104  Austrian  bonds  to  the  Coun- 
tess Berchtoldt  by  indorsement  on  two  par- 
cels containing  them  ;  and  by  the  codi(nl  of 
the  17th  of  September  1 835,  he  has  not  ex- 
pressed himself  as  making  a  direct  gift ;  but 
this,  it  is  contended,  is  tantamount  to  a  gift 
to  the  Countess  Berchtoldt  of  Austrian  me- 
talliques for  104,000  florins  and  also  of  the 
5,000Z.  sterling ;  but  I   am  not  prepared 
to  say,  if  these  words  as  to  the  Austrian 
metalliques    stood   alone,  that  the   Court 
would  consider  them  as  amounting  to  a  gift 
to  be  made  out  by  inference.     It  is  impro- 
bable that  the  testator  should  have  intended 
to  make  two  distinct  gifts  of  the  same  thing 
to  the  same  person.     By  the  codicil  of  the 
17th  of  September  1835,  there  is  no  dis- 
tinct gift  of  the  Austrian  metalliques,  and  the 
codicil  of  the  27th  of  January  1837  does 
not  take  effect  by  reason  of  the  Austrian 
bonds  not  being  forthcoming  at  the  time  of 
the  testator's  death.      If  anything  ftirther 
can  be  obtained  in  the  shape  of  information 
touching  the  Austrian  metalliques  or  bonds, 
I  shall  be  glad  to  be  furnished  therewith. 
I  will  consider  the  point  for  a  day  or  two  ; 
but  the  present  inclination  of  my  opinion  is 
against  the  claim  of  the  Austrian  metalliques 
or  bonds. 

With  respect  to  the  other  question,  I 
am  unable  to  follow  the  species  of  reasoning 
by  means  of  which  the  Master  has  arrived 
at  the  conclusion  that  the  legacy  of  20,0002. 
given  by  the  codicil  of  January  1837,  was 


intended  as  a  substitution  for  the  legacy  of 
5,0002.  bequeathed  by  the  codicil  of  the 
17th  of  September  TB35.  I  cannot  so  unite 
the  two  as  to  make  the  former  a  substitu- 
tion for  the  latter.  It  may  be,  that  the  tes- 
tator intended  the  20,000/.  to  be  a  substi- 
tution for  the  5,0002.,  but  he  has  not  so 
expressed  himself. 

Mr,  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Sehomherg^  in 
support  of  the  plaintiff's  exception  to  the 
Master's  report,  finding  that  the  Polish  and 
Austrian  securities  described  in  his  report 
passed  to  the  Countess  de  Zichy,  under  the 
codicil  of  the  3rd  of  April  1837.— There 
are  certain  principles  on  which  ihe  Court 
acts  in  matters  of  this  kind.  First,  where 
general  words  are  followed  by  puiicnlar 
ones,  the  generality  of  the  words  will  be 
cut  down  to  words  ejusdem  generis  with  the 
last  words  used,  as  in— - 

Traffard  v.  Berrige,  1  £q.  Ca.  Abr.  201  • 
TmeweU  v.  Perkins,  2  Atk.  103. 
Hotham  y.  Sviton,  15  Yes.  326. 
Secondly,  where  the  property  savours  of 
locality,  the  gift  will  be  limited  in  its  con* 
struction,  and  choses  in  action  will  not  pass, 
as  in 

Chapman  v.  Hari^  1  Yes.  sen.  271. 
Green  v.  Symonds,  1  Bro.  C.C.  129,n. 
Moore  v.  Moore,  lb.  127. 
It  is  stated  in  Roper  on  Legacies^  that  a 
bill  of  exchange,  though  a  chose  in  action, 
wiU  pass  as  money,  because  bank  notes  pass 
as  such ;  and  the  reason  why  bank  notes  pass 
as  money  is  because  the  public  treat  them 
as  cash.  The  Borderaux,  in  this  case,  are 
not  documents  that  a  party  can  go  into  the 
market  with,  inasmuch  as  he  must  wait 
from  one  half-year  to  another  before  he 
can  make  any  use  of  them.  There  is  a 
clear  distinction  then  between  a  general 
bequest  and  a  bequest  of  things  in  a  par- 
ticular place.  A  bond  and  a  cheque  on  a 
banker,  although  the  latter  passes  by  de- 
livery, are  both  choses  in  action,  and 
none  of  the  cases  say  that  a  bank  note  passes 
as  such  under  a  general  bequest,  but  only 
because  it  is  looked  upon  as  cash. 

Kendall  v.  Kendall,  4  Russ.  360 ;  s.  c. 

6  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  111. 
Arnold  v.  Arnold,  2  M.  &  K.  365 ;  s.  c. 

4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  1 23. 
Fleming  v.  Brook,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  318. 
Mr,  G,  Turner  and  Mr,  Tripp,  contra, 
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contended,  that  the  securities  in  question 
were  included  under  the  words  "  goods  and 
chattels  ;*'  that  locality  made  no  difference, 
the  question  being,  whether  it  was  a  right 
in  possession,  or  in  action ;  and  that  the  con- 
dition at  the  conclusion  of  the  bequest 
materially  assisted  the  construction  to  be 
put  on  the  words  of  bequest. 

Dec.  12. — The  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
after  stating  the  particulars  of  the  various 
codicils  executed  by  the  testator,  the  report, 
and  the  nature  of  the  exceptions  taken  there- 
to, proceeded  in  effect  as  follows : — ^The  Aus- 
trian metalliques  for  104,000  florins,  men- 
tioned in  the  codicil  of  the  17th  of  Sep- 
tember 1835,  are  the  same  thing  as  the  104 
Austrian  bonds  of  1,000  florins  each,  men- 
tioned in  the  codidl  of  the  27th  of  January 
1837.  It  was  aigued  for  the  Countess 
Berchtoldt,  that  the  former  was  a  general 
legacy,  and  that  the  latter  was  not  a  sub- 
stitution for  it,  but  operated  so  as  to  revive 
the  former  legacy.  It  appears  to  me,  the 
testator,  in  the  first  codicil,  rather  alluded 
to  the  gift  as  having  been  made  by  him, 
than  anything  else ;  and  he  must  be  con- 
sidered as  referring  in  each  of  those  codicils 
to  the  same  subject-matter,  and  not  to  have 
intended  therein  to  make  two  distinct  be- 
quests ;  whether  the  testator  was  possessed 
of  104,000  florins  in  September  1835,  does 
not  appear ;  but  whether  he  was  or  not,  the 
specific  legacy  of  Austrian  bonds  given  by 
the  codicil  of  the  27th  of  January  1837, 
must  be  looked  upon  as  a  substitution  for 
the  Austrian  metalliques  bequeathed  by  the 
codicil  of  the  17th  of  September  1835  ;  but 
the  gift  of  the  specific  l^;acy,  without  more, 
will  not  set  up  the  genend  legacy,  previously 
givoi.  The  Master  further  considered  that 
the  gift  of  the  general  legacy  was  connected 
with  the  specific  gift  of  the  Austrian  bonds, 
and  that  die  legacy,  therefore,  of  20,000^., 
in  the  codicil  of  the  27th  of  January  1837, 
was  a  substitution  for  the  legacy  of  5,0002. , 
contained  in  the  codicil  of  tihe  I7th  of  Sep- 
tember 1835 ;  but  I  cannot  therein  agree 
with  the  Master,  especially  after  considering 
the  tenor  of  the  several  other  codicOs  made 
by  the  testator;  and  I  think  it  best  to  hold 
that  the  two  gifts  of  sterling  money  to  the 
Countess  Berchtoldt  may  well  stand  to- 
gether. 

Another  question  arises  on  the  bequest 


to  the  Countess  de  Zichy .-— [Here  his  Lord- 
ship read  the  words  of  the  bequest,  and  the 
finding  of  the  Master.] — I  have  been  sup- 
plied with  copies  of  the  Polish  and  Austrian 
securities  in  question.  These  documents 
appear  to  be  evidences  of  obligations  entered 
into,  entitling  the  bearers  of  them  to  receive 
the  principal  and  interest  monies  purporting 
to  be  secured  by  them.  The  Master  has 
treated  them  as  negotiable  securities  passing 
by  delivery,  and  considered  that  they  passed 
to  the  Countess  de  Zichy  under  the  words 
"goods  and  chattels,"  contained  in  the 
codicil  of  the  3rd  of  April  1837 ;  and  T  should 
probably  have  concurred  with  the  Master 
in  thinking  that  these  securities  passed  to 
the  Countess  de  Zichy,  if  I  were  to  decide 
the  case  independently  of  the  authorities  ad- 
duced before  me  in  the  course  of  the  argu- 
ment. In  the  case  of  Oreen  v.  Symonda^ 
Lord  King  held,  that  the  word  "goods" 
did  not  pass  securities  for  money.  In  Pop* 
ham  V.  Lady  Aylesbury (S)^  LordHardwicke 
thought  that  bank  notes  would  pass  as  cash, 
under  the  words  "all  that  should  be  in  the 
house  at  the  testator's  death;"  but  that 
those  words  would  not  pass  securities  for 
money.  In  Chapman  v.  Hart^  securities 
for  money  were  held  not  to  pass  under  the 
words  "goods  and  chattels,"  although  bank 
notes  might.  In  Moore  v.  Moore  it  was 
decided,  that  a  bequest  of  the  testator's 
goods  and  chattels  in  Suffolk,  did  not  pass 
a  bond  in  the  testator's  house,  situate  in 
the  county  of  Suffolk,  at  his  death.  In 
Fleming  v.  Brooke  a  bond  was  held  not  to 
pass  under  the  words  "all  my  property  in 
Duke  Street ;"  and  in  Brooke  v.  7Wfier(4), 
country  bank  notes  or  promissory  notes 
were  decided  not  to  pass  by  a  disposition  of 
all  the  property  which  the  testator  had  the 
power  of  disposing  of;  and  I  do  not  con- 
sider the  effect  of  the  authorities  is  altered 
by  the  cases  of  Kendall  v.  Kendall  or  Arnold 
V.  Arnold,  The  distinction  attempted  to 
be  taken  in  argument  before  me,  in  respect 
of  the  securities  in  question  passing  by 
delivery,  does  not  seem  to  have  been  at  all 
recognized  in  the  authorities  I  have  referred 
to ;  and  Lord  Eldon  in  one  case  observed, 
that  Bank  of  England  notes  were  not  in 
the  same  situation  as  promissory  notes,  the 

(8)  Ambl.  68. 

(4)  7  Sim.  671 ;  s.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chaoe. 
176. 
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fonner  being  usually  spoken  of  and  con- 
sidered as  cash.  The  securities  or  obliga- 
tions in  question  do  not  pass  as  money  or 
cash,  and  the  authorities  clearly  shew  them 
to  be  choses  in  action ;  and  being  of  that 
opinion,  they  cannot  be  held  to  pass  to  the 
Countess  de  Zichy  imder  the  terms  used  in 
the  codicil  of  the  Srd  of  April  1837. 


.C.      \ 
yll.f 


FORBES  V.  PEACOCK. 


V 

July 

Power  of  Sale — Payment  of  Debts —  JVim- 
tee*s  Receipts, 

A  trustee  having  a  power  of  sale  for  pay* 
ment  of  debts,  with  a  direction  to  divide  the 
residue  between  certain  persons  in  esse  at 
the  time,  put  up  the  estate  for  sale  twenty^ 
five  years  after  the  testator* s  death,  and  upon 
being  asked  by  the  purchaser,  whether  there 
were  or  were  not  any  debts  unpaid^  declined 
answering  the  question:  —  Held,  that  the 
purchaser  must  presume  the  debts  to  have 
been  paid,  and  would  not  have  a  good  title, 
without  seeing  to  the  application  of  the  pur-- 
ehase-money.   The  decision  in  Page  v.  Adam 

impugned  {l)" 

Held,  also,  that  this  was  a  matter  of  title, 
and  not  merely  of  conveyance,  because,  to 
make  a  good  title,  the  person  to  convey  must 
not  only  have  the  power  of  conveying  the 
legal  estate,  but  have,  in  himself,  or  in  others 
over  whom  he  has  dominion,  the  power  of 
conveying  aU  the  equitable  interest  as  well. 

J.  F.  Throckmorton,  by  his  will  (2), 
dated  the  18th  of  March  1815,  after  direct- 
ing all  his  just  debts  to  be  paid,  and  all  debts 
due  to  him  to  be  collected,  gave  and  be- 
queathed, firstly,  to  his  wife  Elizabeth,  all 
plate,  jewels,  wines,  household  furniture, 
monies  at  the  bankers,  or  elsewhere,  belong- 
ing to  him,  and  all  stock  in  the  funds,  partly 
during  her  life,  and  partly  at  her  own  dis- 
posal, as  should  afterwards  be  provided  for. 
Secondly,  in  order  that  his  wife  might  have 
wherewithal  to  support  herself  comfortably, 
the  testator  wished  her  to  lay  out  in  govern- 
ment annuities  for  her  life,  2,5002.,  the  re- 
mainder of  his  property  to  be  invested  in  the 

(1)  4  Bear.  269 ;  ■.  o.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Cmme.  407. 

(2)  The  will  of  J.  F.  Throckmorton  is  set  out 
more  fully,  ante,  vol.  9,  (n.s.)  Chanc.  p.  367. 


51.  per  cent,  stock,  for  her  benefit  lor  life. 
Thirdly,  the  house  and  ground  being  his  own 
freehold  property,  the  testator  gave  the  same 
to  her  for  life,  with  liberty  to  seU  and  invest 
the  proceeds  in  5Z.  per  cent,  stock,  and  out 
of  the  money  so  to  be  invested,  he  gave,  at  the 
death  of  his  wife,  to  Mary  May  1,000L  for 
her  sole  use  and  benefit,  and  also  the  interest 
of  1,000Z.  51,  percent,  stock  during  her  life* 
Fourthly,  should  Mary  May  die  before  his 
wife,  then  the  1,0002.  left  for  her  sole  use 
and  benefit  was,  with  the  rest  of  his  remain- 
ing property,  to  form  a  residuary  fund ;  but 
in  case  of  Mary  May's  decease  before  his 
wife,  then  the  testator  gave,  at  the  death  of 
his  wife,  the  interest  of  the  1,0002.  to  Maiy 
Graham  and  Eliza.  Graham,  jointly  during 
their  lives,  and,  at  their  deaUi,  to  be  divided 
with  the  residuary  property.  Fifthly,  the 
testator  desired  that,  at  the  death  of  his 
wife,  the  residue  of  his  estate  should  then  be 
collected,  including  the  proceeds  of  the  house, 
which,  if  not  previously  sold,  was  to  be  then 
disposed  of  to  good  advantage,  and  divided, 
in  the  following  terms : — *'  My  sister,  Sarah 
Fordman,  has  four  children,  and  my  brother, 
Samuel,  has  left  three  children,  perhaps  four ; 
but  to  ihem,  be  they  seven  or  be  they  eight, 
I  give  and  bequeath  all  the  said  residue  of 
my  property,  to  be  equally  divided,  share 
and  share  alike,  or  to  the  survivors  of  them." 
Sixthly,  on  the  decease  of  the  said  Mary 
May,  or  of  Mary  Graham  and  Eliza  Graham, 
whichever  or  whoever  of  them  should  have 
the  benefit,  and  receive  the  interest  of  the 
1,0002.,  the  principal  then  to  revert  to  the 
residuary  fund.  Seventhly,  whatever  pro- 
perty might  be  wiUed  to  the  testator  by  his 
mother,  or  by  whomsoever,  he  gave  to  his 
wife  during  her  life,  and,  at  her  death,  to 
form  part  of  the  residuary  fund,  and  to  be 
divided  with  the  same.  The  testator  then 
appointed  his  wife  to  be  his  executrix,  and 
he  requested  the  favour  of  his  firiends,  John 
H.  Forbes  and  Robert  Cooper,  jointly  with 
his  wife,  to  become  his  executrix  and  trustees. 
The  testator  died  in  the  year  1815,  and 
his  widow  entered  into  possession  of  his  pro- 
perty, and  so  continued  down  to  her  decease 
in  April  1840.  In  May  1840  John  H. 
Forbes,  the  only  surviving  trustee,  put  up 
for  sale  by  auction  the  messuage  and  here- 
ditaments, at  which  sale  the  defendant,  M. 
B.  Peacock,  agreed  to  become  the  purchaser 
for  1,360/. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  1843. 


47 


The  defendant  objected  to  the  tide  shewn 
by  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  grounds  follow- 
ing, namely — ^Because  the  abstract  of  title 
did  not  shew  whether  the  plaindff  sold  the 
said  messnage  and  hereditaments  in  his  cha- 
laeter  of  executor,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  debts  of  the  testator,  or  whether,  in 
fiict,  any  debts  of  the  testator  remained  un- 
paid at  the  time  of  the  sale ;  or  whether  the 
plaintiff  sold  as  trustee  under  the  will,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  distributing  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  amongst  the  parties  beneficially 
entitled  thereto ;  and  because  the  plaintiff, 
on  being  applied  to  by  the  defendant  to  state 
whether  in  fact  there  were  any  debts  of  the 
testator  remaining  unpaid,  declined  to  answer 
such  inquiry ;  and  because,  in  the  absence  of 
any  statement  or  proof  on  the  subject,  the 
piesamption,  firom  the  lapse  of  time,  was, 
that  there  were  now  no  debts  existing,  and 
therefore  that,  as  executor,  the  plaintiff  had 
no  power  to  sell  and  convey  the  fee  simple 
to  a  purchaser ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  if 
he  sold  as  trustee,  for  the  purpose  of  distri- 
bution only,  that  the  persons  beneficially 
interested  were  necessary  parties  to  such 
sale  and  conveyance;  and  because  the  plain- 
tiff still  declined  to  state  whether  any  debts 
of  the  testator  remained  impaid  or  not.  The 
plaintiff,  on  the  other  hand,  insisted,  that  as 
sole  surviving  executor  and  trustee  of  the  will, 
he  had  power  to  sell  the  hereditaments,  and 
could  make  a  good  titie  thereto,  and  convey 
the  same  to  the  defendant.  This  suit  was 
oonaeqaently  instituted ;  and,  upon  the 
cause  coming  on  for  hearing  upon  further 
directions,  before  the  Vice  Chancellor  of 
England,  upon  the  Master's  report,  and  ex- 
ceptions taken  thereto  by  the  defendant,  his 
Honour  directed  that  a  case  should  be  made 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer.  The  questions  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Judges  were, — First,  whe- 
tho^  the  plaintiff,  under  the  testator's  will, 
had  power  to  sell  the  said  hereditaments, 
and  convey  the  same  to  the  defendant  in  fee 
simple,  in  case  the  debts  of  the  testator 
remained  unpaid.  Secondly,  whether  the 
phdntiff  had  such  power,  in  case  it  was  un- 
certain whether  any  debts  of  the  testator  re- 
mained unpaid.  Tlurdly,  whether  the  plain*' 
tiff  had  such  power,  in  case  no  debts  of  the 
testator  remained  unpaid. 

The  case  was  argued  before  the  Judges 


of  the  Court  of  Exdhequer,  who  returned 
the  following  certificate : — 

"We  have  heard  this  case  argued  by 
counsel,  and  have  considered  the  same  ;  and 
we  are  of  opinion  that,  whether  there  are  or 
are  not  debts  unpaid,  and  whether  it  is  or  is 
not  imcertain  whether  any  debts  remain  un- 
paid, the  plaintiff  has  a  power  to  sell  and 
convey  the  hereditaments  mentioned  in  the 
case  to  the  defendant  in  fee  simple. 

"Abinoer. 

"J.  OURNET. 
"  R.  M.  ROLFE. 

''  Dated  the  1st  day  of  June  1843." 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  hear- 
ing on  the  defendant's  second  exception,  and 
on  further  directions,  and  on  the  Judges' 
certificate.  The  second  exception  was, "  For 
that  the  Master  had  in  his  report  stated, 
that,  by  the  abstract  in  the  said  report  men- 
tioned to  have  been  delivered  to  Uie  defen- 
dant, a  good  titie  was  shewn  to  the  estate  in 
the  pleadings  mentioned,  whereas  the  said 
Master  ought  in  his  report  to  have  stated 
that  a  good  titie  was  not  shewn  to  the  said 
estate  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  before- 
mentioned  objections." 

Mr,  BetheU  and  Mr,  Bird^  for  the  ex- 
ception, contended,  that  if  the  debts  of  the 
testator  had  really  been  paid,  the  executor 
could  not  make  a  good  titie  without  the 
residuary  legatees  being  before  the  Court ; 
that  although  the  executor  had  refused  to 
answer  the  question,  as  to  whether  there 
were  debts  or  not,  stHl  it  was  reasonable  to 
infer,  that  after  twenty-five  years,'  there 
were  no  debts  remaining.  The  nature  of 
the  transaction  here  clearly  proved  that  the 
debts  had  been  paid,  and  if  so,  a  good  titie 
could  not  be  made.  This  was  the  opinion 
of  Sir  John  Leach,  in  Watkins  v.  Cheek  (S); 
and  also  of  His  Honour  in  Johnson  v.  Ken^ 
nett  (4),  which,  although  afterwards  reversed 
by  Lord  Lyndhurst,  was  not  reversed  on 
this  principle — 8  Myl.  ^  K,  624. 
Wheate  v.  HaU,  17  Ves.  80. 
Morthck  v.  BuUer,  10  Ibid.  292. 

[The  Vice  Chancellor.  —  I  always 
thought  there  was  a  mistake  in  the  case  of 
Johnson  v.  KennetU     The  decree  drawn  up 

(3)  2  Sim.  &  Sta.  199. 

(4)  6  Sim.  884. 
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was  to  take  an  account  of  the  testator's 
personal  estate,  and  also  of  the  debts,  &c.  If 
it  had  been  admitted  once,  that  the  debts 
were  not  paid,  then  the  bill  should  have 
been  dismissed.  The  point  decided  by  Lord 
Lyndhurst  was,  whether  the  purchaser  was 
to  be  taken  to  have  had  notice  of  the  non- 
existence of  debts;  he  thought  that  did 
not  appear.  My  opinion  was  different.  I 
entirely  agree  with  the  principle  in  Johnson 
V.  Kennett ;  but  if  the  purchaser  chooses  to 
have  an  inquiry  whether  or  not  there  be  debts, 
then  he  must  see  that  he  has  a  good  title.] 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  /.  Parker^  contra, 
said,  that  the  question  in  this  case  had 
already  been  decided  by  His  Honour,  as 
reported  on  demurrer  in  11  Sim,  152,  and 
9  Law  J.  Rep,  (n.s.)  Chanc.  367 ;  and  the 
Judges  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  had  not 
decided  anything  contrary  to  that. 

[The  Vice  Chancellor.— When  I  de- 
dded  the  previous  case,  I  had  not  this  &ct 
before  me,  that  the  plaintiff  had  refused  to 
answer  the  inquiry,  whether  or  not  any 
debts  remained  unpaid.  Primd  facie^  the 
trustee  had  power  to  convey,  and  to  give 
receipts;  but  if  he  cannot  give  a  good 
receipt,  he  cannot  make  a  conveyance. 
If  there  is  a  charge  of  debts,  and  the  pur- 
chaser makes  no  inquiry,  then  he  is  pro- 
tected; but  if  he  asks  in  express  terms, 
whetJier  there  are  debts,  and  the  trustee 
refuses  to  answer,  then  if  there  should  turn 
out  to  be  no  debts,  I  think  the  purchaser 
may  be  considered  to  have  notice  that  there 
are  no  debts.  The  abstract  &ct,  that  the 
debts  had  been  paid,  has  nothing  to  do  with 
ity  if  the  purchaser  makes  no  inquiry  ;  but 
here  he  does  make  a  question  respecting  the 
debts.] 

Mr.  Cooper  dted  Eland  ▼.  Eland  (6), 
where  Lord  Cottenham  had  decided,  that  the 
mle  respecting  a  general  charge  of  debts, 
giving  the  trustee  power  to  sell,  refened  to 
tiie  period  when  the  testator  died.  In  John- 
son V.  Kewnettf  the  same  thing  was  decided, 
and  in  Page  v.  Adam  (6),  the  sale  was  not 
for  payment  of  debts,  but  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  held,  that  the  trustees  had  power  to 
give  receipts. 

(5)  4  M7L  &  Or.  421 ;  a.  o.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n^.) 
Cbaoc.  289. 

(6)  4  Bear.  269;  •*&  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chuie.  407. 


Shaw  V.  Borrer^  1  Keen,  559 ;  s.  c  5 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  364. 

Ttflden  v.  Hffde,  2  Sun.  &  Stu.  238. 

Ward  V.  Devon,  cited  1 1  Sim.  160 ;  s.  c. 
10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  368,  n. 
[The  Vice  Chancellob. — I  always  ndsh 
it  to  be  understood  that  I  bow  to  the  deci- 
sions of  Chancellors;  but  I  do  not  think 
that  either  the  judgments  of  Lord  Cotten- 
ham  or  of  Lord  Lyndhurst  apply  to  a  case 
like  this.  Yet  it  does  seem  to  me,  that  Lord 
Langdale  has  decided  expressly  contrary  to 
my  opinion.  It  appears  to  me  a  very  im- 
portant question,  whether,  when  a  pur- 
chaser is  told  that  debts  have  been  paid, 
the  mere  circumstance  that  there  was  a  direc- 
tion that  debts  should  be  paid,  makes  it 
safe  for  him  to  take  a  conveyance  of  the 
legal  estate.  This  seems  to  me  to  be  quite 
contrary  to  the  very  principle  on  which  the 
Court  requires  certain  persons  to  give  re- 
ceipts ;  the  difference  would  be  qiute  banish- 
ed, which  has  always  existed  in  this  court, 
between  the  general  debts  and  specific  debts. 
Page  v.  Adam  would  appear  to  bind  this 
case.] 

The  YrcE  Chancellor. — I  should  be 
very  glad  that  my  opinion  should  be  re- 
versed. 'The  only  question  is,  what  has 
been  understood  to  be  the  rule  of  the  Court 
for  more  than  a  century ;  I  have  long  been 
of  opinion,  that  the  rule  is  a  most  incon- 
venient one.  Until  this  decision  in  Page 
T.  Adam,  it  never  had  been  held,  that  where 
there  was  a  charge  for  payment  of  debts^ 
and  where  the  purchaser  knew  the  dehts 
were  paid,  that  there  the  purchaser  waa 
exempt  fix)m  seeing  to  the  application  of 
the  purchase-money,  that  is,  in  a  case  inhere 
there  was  a  trust  for  sale,  and  an  obligation 
to  pay  the  proceeds  to  A.  and  B.  In  cases 
where  the  payments  have  been  directed  to 
be  made  in  such  a  manner  that  it  was  quite 
impossible  at  the  time  all  parties  interest* 
ed  could  release,  that  has  been  allowed,  I 
admit,  to  be  a  distinction.  But  the  case 
before  me  is  this,  that  the  testator  has  by 
words  ^ven  an  authority  to  the  executor, 
has  given  him  a  power  to  sell,  with  a  direc* 
tion  that  he  shall  sell,  and  that  the  proceeds 
are  to  be  disposed  of,  and  to  be  divided  as 
follows :  then  he  says,  that  his  sister  has 
four  children,  and  his  deeeased  brother  had 
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three  or  four  children ;  but  to  them,  be  they 
seven  or  be  they  eight — so  that  there  are 
seven  or  eight  persons  named  as  partici- 
pants, and  no  difficulty  is  represented  as  to 
them.  It  seems  to  me,  that  what  Lord  Lynd- 
faurst  says,  in  Johnson  v.  Kennett,  does  not 
come  up  to  the  present  case.  Lord  Lyndhurst 
there  uses  general  propositions,  to  the  truth 
of  which  I  subscribe  willingly,  as  I  do  to 
those  propositions  mentioned  by  Lord  Cot- 
tenham,  in  his  decision  in  the  appeal  case  of 
Eland  v.  Eland,  The  observation  I  might 
make  on  that  case  is,  that  before  His  Lord- 
ship came  to  lay  down  the  law,  in  speaking 
of  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Kennett^  which 
always  appeared  to  me  to  be  a  mere  series 
of  blunders,  that  is  to  say,  a  certain  case 
was  stated  at  the  bar  on  which  an  opinion 
was  given,  and  then  the  decree  was  drawn 
up  in  direct  contravention  of  the  facts,  be- 
cause the  decree  directs  an  account  of  the 
debts,  which  I  thought  was  rather  odd,  and 
the  questions  were  put  rather  hypothetically, 
than  according  to  the  real  state  of  facts. 
What  Lord  Cottenham,  in  p.  428,  says  is 
this :  "  the  Vice  Chancellor  considered  the 
case  the  same  as  if  nothing  but  legacies  had 
been  originally  charged."  That  was  my 
conatmction  on  the  particular  facts.  Lord 
Lyndhurst  was  against  me  on  the  construc- 
tion of  those  particular  facts.  Then  Lord 
Cottenham  goes  on  to  make  this  observation : 
**  If  that  doctrine  had  been  supported,  it  would 
have  gone  far  to  destroy  the  rule  altogether, 
because,  before  it  can  come  to  that,  the 
mortgagee  must  (and  if  he  is  to  be  liable,  he 
must  in  every  case,)  go  into  an  investigation 
of  the  Sad  of  how  far  the  debts  have  been 
dischaiged."  I  never  did  say  so,  nor  does 
it  appear  to  me  to  follow  aa  a  consequence ; 
all  I  said  was,  that  if  he  knew  the  fact  that 
the  debts  had  been  paid,  then  he  could  not 
he  protected  by  the  fact  that  the  debts  were 
charged  generally  on  the  estate  ;  but  as  to 
the  genmd  proposition  Lord  Cottenham  has 
used,  I  subscribe  to  it.  Now,  what  is  the 
general  principle?  The  Court  has  drawn 
a  distinction  from  an  early  time.  The  Court 
has  said,  that  if  there  is  a  mere  direction  to 
sell  and  to  divide  the  proceeds,  in  those 
cases  only  the  purchaser  of  the  estate  must 
see  to  the  application  of  the  purchase-money ; 
and  the  parties  amongst  whom  the  proceeds 
are  to  be  divided,  must  give  receipts  to  the 
purchaser;  but  in  a  case  where  a  testator 
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charges  by  his  will  his  estate  with  debts, 
and  directs  there  should  be  a  sale,  either 
by  an  express  trust,  or  by  a  general  power, 
the  Court  says  it  is  quite  impossible  for  the 
purchaser  to  ascertain  who  are  the  creditors 
of  the  testator,  and  to  see  that  they  are  paid ; 
and  if  he  is  not  bound  to  look  to  the  persons 
whose  claims  are  first  to  be  satisfied,  of  course 
he  is  exempted  from  looking  to  the  claims 
of  the  persons  who  take  as  cestuis  que  trust 
— that  is  the  principle  of  the  rule ;  and  that 
being  the  principle  of  the  rule,  I  am  yet  to 
learn  how  that  principle  does  not  apply  to 
the  case  where  the  purchaser  is  in  effect 
informed  the  debts  h&ve  been  paid ;  and  I 
take  the  statement  contained  in  this  case,  in 
effect,  to  be  that.  Now,  no  case  has  been 
produced  in  which  it  has  ever  been  decided, 
that  the  purchaser,  knowing  that  the  debts 
have  been  paid,  is  exempt  from  the  neces- 
sity of  seeing  to  the  application  of  the  pur- 
chase-money, except  this  case  of  Page  v. 
Adam.  I  am  sure  I  have  the  greatest  pos- 
sible respect  for  my  Lord  Langdale's  opi- 
nion ;  and  my  own  personal  wish  is,  from  a 
feeling  that  the  principle  which  this  Court 
has  adopted  has  been  a  most  inconvenient 
one,  and  operating  very  much  to  the  dis- 
comfort of  parties  in  various  family  matters, 
that  the  law  should  be  altered ;  but  I  do 
not  imagine  I  am  at  liberty  to  think  the  law 
is  made  so  clear  by  this  single  decision  of 
Page  v.  Adam^  that  I  am  justified  in  saying, 
this  purchaser  has  got  a  good  title. 

Mr,  BetheU, — In  Page  v.  Adam,  the 
debts  were  not  paid  at  the  time  of  the 
contract. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — I  observe  that ; 
but  it  did  not  appear  to  me  to  make  a  sub- 
stantial difference.  My  notion  is,  that  the 
law  upon  this  point  must  at  least  be  con- 
sidered as  unsettled ;  and  my  own  personal 
opinion  as  a  Judge  is,  that  that  decision  in 
Page  v.  Adam  is  contrary  to  the  received 
current  of  authority,  and  I  am  bound  by  my 
duty,  as  a  Judge,  to  the  purchaser,  to  say  to 
him,  that,  in  my  opinion,  if  he  take  this  title 
he  vnll  take  a  bad  title. 

Now  it  is  said,  this  is  a  matter  of  convey- 
ance only ;  I  do  not  think  so,  for  this  reason, 
because,  in  order  to  convey  and  make  a  good 
title,  the  person  to  convey  must  not  only  have 
the  power  of  conveying  the  legal  estate,  but 
have  in  himself  or  in  others  over  whom  he  has 
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dominion,  the  power  of  conveying  all  the 
equitable  interest  as  well.  If  a  person  has 
the  whole  equitable  estate  in  himself  by  ad- 
mission, and  there  is  a  trustee  who  has  got 
the  legal  estate  in  him,  in  common  language, 
you  would  say,  on  a  question  whether  he 
who  has  got  the  equitable  estate  has  a  good 
title,  that  he  can  make  a  good  title,  because 
he  can  convey  the  whole  beneficial  interest, 
and  has  a  power  of  compelling  a  conveyance 
of  the  legal  estate;  but  in  this  case,  Mr. 
Forbes,  the  executor  and  trustee,  has  a 
power  to  convey  the  legal  estate,  but  he 
cannot  by  any  act  of  his  own  make  the 
intended  purchaser  release  the  purchase- 
money,  that  is  to  say,  he  cannot  convey  to 
the  purchaser  the  release  of  the  equity.  He 
may  convey  the  legal  estate,  but  he.  has  no 
dominion  over  those  devisees  of  the  money, 
so  as  to  compel  them  to  give  the  equitable 
interest  in  the  estate  in  the  purchase-money ; 
^d,  therefore,  it  appears  to  me,  it  is  not  a 
matter  of  conveyance  merely,  but  a  matter 
of  title;  and  therefore,  speaking  most  re- 
spectfully of  the  decision  in  Page  v.  Adam^ 
my  opinion  is,  that  the  law  has  not  gone  so 
far  yet  as  to  authorize  that  decision ;  and  I 
should  be  most  desirous  that  my  opinion 
should  be  canvassed  before  higher  authority, 
and  be  reversed. 


A      "l  6       I         ^OCKHART  V,  HARDY  (1). 

Orders — b\st  of  General  Orders  of  Srd  of 
April  1828 — Service  of  Petition  ordered  on 
two  Parties  only  out  of  several. 

Where  the  forties  to  several  suUs^  insU- 
tuted  by  creditors  and  legatees,  in  wkieh  one 
decree  has  been  made,  are  numerous,  the 
Court  will,  on  the  petition  of  the  heir-at-law, 
make  an  order  confirming  the  Master*e  report, 
although  the  petition  h(u  been  served  only  on 
the  executor  of  the  testator,  and  the  plaintiff  in 
the  first  suit,  it  being  ste$ed  on  the  petition 
and  verified  by  affidavit,  that  the  assets,  in*' 
eluding  the  descended  estates,  were  sufficient 
to  pay  all  the  testator^s  debts,  and  the  legacies 
given  by  his  will. 

In  this  case,  several  suits  had  been  insti* 
tuted  by  creditors  and  legatees,  for  ad- 


ministering the  estate  of  a  deceased  testa* 
tor,  who  had  charged  his  real  estates  with  the 
payment  of  such  debts  as  his  personalty 
should  not  be  able  to  answer,  but  had 
allowed  those  estates  to  descend  on  his  heir. 
One  decree  having  been  made  in  all  the  suits, 
and  the  parties  to  the  suits  being  numerous,  the 
Master,  pursuant  to  the  51st  of  the  Greneral 
Orders  of  the  3rd  of  April  1828  (2),  directed 
that  the  executor,  the  heir,  and  the  plaintiff 
in  the  first  suit,  should  alone  attend  the 
proceedings.  The  Master  reported  that  it 
woiQd  be  proper  for  the  receiver  to  sue  four 
mortgagors,  being  debtors  to  the  estate,  in 
the  name  of  the  executor ;  a  petition  was 
presented  by  the  heir  to  confirm  the  report, 
praying  that  the  costs  might  be  charged  on 
the  fund  in  court,  which  was  a  general  fund 
standing  to  the  credit  of  the  several  causes ; 
the  petition  was  served  only  on  the  executor 
and  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  cause. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  on  the 
application  of  Mr.  Shapter,  that  if  the  petition 
were  amended,  by  stating  that  the  assets, 
including  the  descended  estates,  were  sufi9« 
cient  to  pay  and  satisfy  all  the  testator's 
debts  and  Uie  legacies  given  by  his  will, 
and  that  fact  was  properly  verified  by  affi- 
davit, the  Court  would  make  the  order  with- 
out requiring  the  petition  to  be  served  on 
the  other  parties  to  the  suits. 

On  the  requisite  amendment  of  the  peti- 
tion being  subsequently  effected  and  veri- 
fied by  affidavit,  the  order  was  passed. 


WiGRAM,  V.C. 

June  2,  15,  22 
July  13. 
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Process — Subpoena  to  appear  and  answer 
^—Omission  of  Address  for  service — Order 
for  leave  to  amend  not  served-^Demurrer. 

The  omission  in  the  subpoena  of  the  address 
for  service  prescribed  by  the  20th  Order  of 
the  26th  of  October  1842,  does  not  necessarily 
make  the  writ  void,  but  the  Court  vfill  stay 
process  on  the  writ  till  that  requisition  of  the 
order  is  complied  with. 

The  subpoena  to  appear  and  answer,  is  a 
writ  within  the  20th  Order  of  the  26th  of 
October  1842. 


(1)  Ex  relatione  Mr.  Shapter. 


(2)  OkL  Can.  22. 
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A  demmrrer  filed,  after  an  order  obtained 
for  kave  to  amend,  but  before  service  of  the 
same, — Held  regular. 

In  this  case  the  defendant  moved  that  the 
writ  of  suhpoena  to  appear  and  answer  might 
be  dischafged  for  inregulaiity,  as  not  in  com- 
pliance with  the  requirements  of  the  20th 
orderofthe  26th  of  October  1842(1).  The 
defendant  had  obtfuned  an  order  for  entering 
a  conditional  appearance  with  the  registrar, 
upon  his  consenting  to  submit  to  any  process 
which  the  Court  might  direct  to  be  issued 
against  him  for  want  of  appearance,  in  case 
the  subpoena  should  not  be  dischaiged  for 
irregularity. 

The  plaintiff  sued  in  person  ;  and  it  ap- 
peared  that  his  name  and  place  of  residence, 
which  was  more  than  three  miles  from  the 
office  of  the  record  and  writ  clerlcQ,  was  in- 
dorsed on  the  bill,  but  not  on  the  subposna 
to  appear  and  answer. 

Mr.  Dunn,  for  the  motion. 

Mr,  Tinney  and  Mr,  IVatson,  contra. — 
The  omission  does  not  make  void  the  writ 
itself,  and  the  defendant's  application,  if 
right  at  all,  ought  to  have  been  to  discharge 
the  serrice  of  the  writ.  The  order  itself 
treats  the  writ  as  something  different  from 
the  indorsement,  which  is  put  on  after  the 
writ  is  sued  out. 

Mr.  Dunn,  in  reply.— The  practice  of 
indorsing  the  writ  is  taken  from  the  com- 
iDon  law ;  and  there  the  indorsement  is  held 
an  essential  part  of  the  writ. 

WiGRAM,  V.C. — The  omission  to  indorse 
the  address  for  service  does  not  make  the 
writ  itself  void,  but  the  Court  may  withhold 
from  the  plaintiff  the  benefit  of  the  subpoena 
till  he  shall  have  indorsed  on  it  a  plaixs  of 
service ;  for  till  then  the  defendant  has.  not 
that  convenience  which  that  order  was  in* 
tended  to  give  him. 

Motion  refused^  withoitt  cq$U. 

June  15. — The  subpoena  to  appear  and 
answer  was  served  on  the  20th  of  May.  On 
the  29th  of  May  the  defendant  served  the 
plaintiff  with  notice  of  the  order  for  liberty 
to  enter  an  appearance  with  the  registrar, 
and  with  a  certificate  that  an  appearance  had 
been  entered  under  that  order,  and  with 


notice  of  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  writ. 
On  the  30th  of  May  the  plaintiff  obtained 
an  attachment  for  want  of  appearance,  and 
the  common  injunction  to  restrain  proceed- 
ings at  law. 

Mr.  Dunn  now  moved  to  discharge  the 
attachment  and  injunction,  contending  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  in  a  condition  to  obtain 
either,  as  the  defendant  had,  in  fact,  appeared 
on  the  29th  of  May — Mackreth  v.  Nichols- 
son  (2). 

Mr.  Tinney^  for  the  plaintiff,  contended, 
that  the  20th  Order  of  October  1842  ap- 
plied only  to  those  writs  which  were  formerly 
issued  out  of  the  six  clerks  office,  and 
which  were  now  sealed  by  the  clerks  of 
records  and  writs ;  that  a  writ  of  subpoena  to 
appear  and  answer,  and  which  still  issued  out 
of  the  subpoena  oiiice,  was  not  within  the 
terms  of  the  20th  Order ;  that  the  condi- 
tional appearance  entered  with  the  registrar 
did  not  preclude  the  plaintiff  from  issuing 
the  attachment,  for  it  was  no  step  in  the 
cause,  but  merely  enabled  the  plaintiff  to 
question  the  regularity  of  the  subpoena. 

Mr,  Dunn,  in  reply,  submitted  that  the 
defendant  had  no  means  of  knowing  the 
address  from  the  bill  till  he  had  entered  the 
regular  appearance,  as  he  was  prevented  till 
then  from  seeing  the  bill  by  the  practice  in. 
the  office. 

June  22.— WiGRAM,  V.C— The  20th 
Order  of  the  26th  of  October  1842  does  not 
make  the  subpoena  absolutely  void  for  want 
of  the  indorsement  of  a  place  of  service ;  but  if 
the  Court  found  it  necessary  to  set  aside  the 
subpoena,  in  order  to  insure  to  the  defendant 
that  convenience  as  to  facility  of  service,which 
the  order  in  question  intended  to  give  him,  I 
might  feel  bound  to  make  an  order  to  that 
effect.  The  20th  Order  of  October  1842 
does  not  reqidre  in  terms  that  the  subpoena 
ihaU  be  void  in  case  the  address  for  service 
should  be  omitted,  and  the  order  is  satisfied 
by  writing  that  upon  it  after  it  is  issued 
and  before  service.  It  might  be  necessary, 
in  many  cases,  to  put  this  writing  upon  the 
subpoena  after  it  was  issued.  It  is  not 
necessary,  in  order  to  insure  to  the  defen- 
dant the  benefit  of  that  20th  Order,  to  hold 
the  subpoena  void  ;  for  the  proceedings  are 
under  the  controul  of  the  Court,  and  the 


(1)  Offd.  Can.  214. 


(2)  19  Ves.  367. 
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Court  may,  in  ordinary  cases,  and  in  this 
case  also,  do  complete  justice  by  staying  tho 
process  till  the  20th  Order  is  complied  with. 
In  that  view  of  the  case,  I  refused  the  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  the  subpoena,  but  without 
costs.  At  the  time  of  making  the  second 
motion,  the  defendant  overlooked  the  posi- 
tion in  which  he  was  placed  by  the  terms  of 
the  Order,  giving  him  leave  to  enter  a  condi- 
tional appearance  with  the  registrar ;  for  the 
effect  of  the  Order  was,  that  the  defendant 
thereby  waived  every  objection  to  the  sub- 
poena, unless  it  should  be  discharged.  The 
defendant  then,  having  ascertained  my  views 
upon  that  point,  gave  another  notice  to  dis- 
charge the  attachment,  and  to  dissolve  the 
injunction  which  the  plaintiff  had  obtained 
of  course,  upon  the  attachment  issuing.  In 
strictness,  I  should  be  violating  no  rule  if  I 
held  the  defendant  bound  by  the  terms  of  the 
order  he  obtained,  namely,  to  waive  every 
objection  to  the  subpoena,  &c. ;  but  it  would 
be  harsh  to  hold  the  defendant  to  the  strict 
right  m  a  case  where  two  points  of  practice 
have  arisen,  for  the  first  time,  under  two  of 
the  late  Orders.  In  such  a  case,  I  may  rea- 
sonably construe  the  last  application  as  made 
on  the  ground  of  mistake  to  set  aside  the 
attachment,  notwithstanding  the  consent 
given  by  the  former  order.  If  I  were  not 
to  take  that  course,  the  defendant  might  be 
deprived  of  the  benefit  of  the  20th  Order  of 
October  1842,  which  provides  him  with  a 
place  of  service,  the  plaintiff  being  clearly 
in  default  in  not  having  made  that  indorse- 
ment. The  plaintiff  will  inunediatdy  give 
an  address  for  service ;  and  the  defendant  un- 
dertaking to  appear  and  answer,  and  not  to 
issue  execution  upon  his  judgment  till  the 
further  order  of  the  Court,  I  w£l  relieve  him 
from  the  attachment  and  injunction ;  and  if 
the  plaintiff  should  not  then  proceed  with 
due  diligence,  the  defendant  may  apply  for 
liberty  to  issue  execution. 

July  13.— The  defendant  now  moved  that 
he  might  be  at  liberty  to  issue  execution 
on  his  judgment  at  law. 

On  the  22nd  of  June  the  defendant  en- 
tered his  appearance,  and  on  the  28th  filed  a 
demurrer  to  the  whole  bill.  The  plaintiff  had 
obtained  an  order  to  amend  before,  but  had 
not  served  it  till  after  the  demurrer  was  filed. 
The  plaintiff  did  not  set  the  demurrer  down  for 
argument  within  the  twelve  days  prescribed 


by  the  d4th  Order  of  the  26th  of  Augwt 
1841(3). 

Mr,  Roupell,  for  the  defendant,  contended, 
that,  under  the  34th  Order,  the  plaintiff  must 
be  taken  to  have  submitted  to  the  demurrer. 
— Lorimer  v.  Lorimer  (4). 

Mr.  Tinney^  for  the  plaintiff,  submitted 
that  the  defendant  was  precluded  from  de- 
murring by  the  order  obtained  to  amend. 

WiGRAM,  V.C. — The  order  for  leave  to 
amend  operates  firom  the  time  of  service  only, 
and  does  not  preclude  the  defendant  from  tak- 
ing any  proceeding  in  this  cause  before  he  is 
served  with  it.  The  demurrer,  therefore, 
was  regularly  filed ;  and  under  the  d4tfa 
Order  the  plaintiff  must  be  held  to  have  sub- 
mitted to  it. 


WALSH  r.  GLADSTONE. 


V.C. 

Dec.  16, 1842. 

L.C. 

1843. 

March  31; 

Nov.  4. 

Will — Legacy — Jurisdiction — Revocation, 

A  testator  delivered  to  his  servant,  A»  two 
sealed  packets,  with  directions  not  to  open 
them  till  his  death.  Some  time  afterwards 
he  made  his  will,  and  thereby  gave  an  an" 
nutty  to  A,,  and  another  annuity  to  another 
of  his  servants,  B,  Upon  his  death,  the 
packets  were  found  to  contain  two  cheques, 
one  payable  to  A.  and  the  other  to  B,  and 
they  were  admitted  to  probate  together  wiih 
the  will  .'---Held,  that  the  Court  of  Chancery 
could  stiU  entertain  the  question,  whether  A, 
and  B.  were  entitled  to  the  amount  of  the 
cheques ;  and  the  Court  decided  that  the  benefit 
thereby  given  was  revoked  by  the  subsequent 
will. 

Charles  Robert  Blundell,  the  testator  in 
the  eause,  by  his  will,  dated  the  28th  of 
November  1834,  among  other  bequests,  gave, 
out  of  his  personal  estate,  to  his  servant, 
William  Hall,  200L  a  year  for  his  life,  and 
to  his  housekeeper,  Ann  Harris,  60/.  a  year 
for  her  life.  And  the  testator,  by  his  said 
will,  bequeathed  his  residuary  estate,  **8ub* 
ject  as  aforesaid,  and  except  as  theretnafiter 

(8)  Ord.  Can.  174. 

(4)  1  Jac.  &  WaU.  284. 
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metttkmed^' :  and  he  then  revoked  any  former 
will  or  codicil  by  him  at  any  time  made, 
and  declared  that  to  be  his  last  will  and 
testament. 

The  testator  died  in  October  1837,  and 
a  suit  was  instituted  for  the  administration 
of  his  estate. 

The  Master,  by  his  general  report,  found 
that  the  testator  had  deliyered  to  his  servant, 
William  Hall,  two  sealed  packets  addressed 
to  his  bankers  at  Liverpool,  with  directions 
to  retain  them  in  his  possession  until  after 
the  testator^B  decease,  and  then  to  present 
them  to  the  bankers ;  and  that  on  one  of  the 
said  packets  was  an  indorsement  in  the  hand« 
writing  of  the  testator,  as  follows:  *^For 
Messrs.  Heywood,  BrQn8wick»square,Liver-» 
pool;  to  be  delivered  by  WilHam  HaU.'' 
That  the  packets  were  kept  sealed  in  the 
possession  of  William  Hall  until  after  the 
testator's  death,  and  that  soon  after  that 
CTent,  they  were  delivered  by  him  to  the 
executor,  by  whom  they  were  carried  to  the 
banking-house  of  Messrs.  Heywood,  and 
opened,  in  the  presence  of  the  executor,  and 
that  one  of  the  packets  was  found  to  contain 
a  cheque  on  Messrs.  Heywood  for  500Z.  in 
the  following  words : 

'*  No.  Liy«rpool,  Sept«mber  4th,  1833. 

'^  Messrs.  Arthur  Heywood,  Sons,  &  Co. 
On  demand,  pay  William  Hall,  of  Ince, 
hatier,  of  this  place,  five  hundred  pounds. 

5001.  Charles  Bhmdell." 

The  other  packet  contained  another  cheque, 
in  the  following  words : 

**  No.  Lircrpool .  Septmnb^r  4th,  1 888. 

"  Messrs.  Arthur  Heywood,  Sons,  &  Co. 
On  demand,  pay  to  Ann  Hanis,  house* 
keeper  at  Ince,  ^lee  hundred  pounds. 

900L  Charles  Blundell." 

And  that  packet  was  indorsed,  '*  Messrs. 
Heywood's  Bank,  Brunswick-street ;  to  be 
delivered  by  Ann  Harris,  of  Ince."  Both 
these  cheques  had  been  admitted  to  probate. 

By  an  order  made  at  the  hearing,  1,200/. 
U.  per  cent,  had  been  carried  over  to  *'  The 
Cheque  Legacy  Account." 

A  petition  was  presented  by  the  partiee 
entitled  to  the  residuary  estate  of  the  tes- 
tator, praying  that  the  fund  which  had  been 
set  aside  to  meet  these  two  legacies  might 
he  paid  to  them. 

Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Fleming,  in 
support  of  the  petition,  contended  that,  as 
the  will  was  made  after  the  cheques  were 


drawn,  and  as  each  of  the  parties  in  whose 
£ftvour  these  cheques  were  drawn  took  an 
annuity  under  the  will,  the  cheques  ought 
to  be  altogether  disregarded ;  that  although 
the  Prerogative  Court  had  admitted  tiie 
cheques  to  probate,  still  the  will,  which  was 
subsequent,  revoked  all  former  bequests, 
and  the  question  of  construction  was  one 
which  this  Court  would  entertain,  notwith- 
standing the  Ecclesiastical  Court  had  pro- 
nounced an  opinion  as  to  the  probate;  and 
that  it  could  not  be  contended  that  these  par- 
ties took  the  cheques  as  a  donatio  mortis 
catudf  for  the  testator  was  not  in  a  state  of 
iMness  at  the  time. 

BrgMfi  V.  Brownrigg,  9  Yes.  1« 

MiOer  v.  Miller,  3  P.  Wms.  356. 

Archer  v.  Mosse^  2  Yem.  8. 

TaU  V.  Hubert,  4  Bro.  C.C.  286. 

Jonea  v.  Selby,  Prec.  Chanc.  300. 

Ward  V.  Turner^  2  Yes.  sen.  431. 

Gawler  v.  Standeneieke,  2  CaK>  16. 

CampbeU  v.  the  Earl  of  Radnor,  1  Bro* 
C.C.  271. 

The  Duke  of  St.  Albans  v.  Beauehrky 
2  Afik.  636. 

Bareknf  v.  Wainwright,  3  Yes.  466. 

CooU  v.  Boydy  2  Bro.  C.C.  521. 

Attorney  General  v.  Harleg,  4  Mad.  263. 

Fraser  v.  Byng,  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  00. 

Mr.  RoupeU  and  Mr.  Rolt,  for  the  an- 
mutants,  insisted  that,  as  the  cheques  were 
admitted  to  probate,  the  annuitants  ought 
to  be  allowed  the  benefits  given  thereby. 
If  the  wiU  alone  was  to  be  acted  upon,  pro- 
bate of  the  cheques  ought  to  have  been 
refused ;  but  as  they,  together  with  the  docu- 
ment of  1834,  formed  the  last  will,  the 
directions  of  all  the  three  documents  ought 
to  be  foUowed. 

Meihuen  v.  Methuen,  2  PhU.  416. 

Denny  v.  Barton,  Ibid.  675. 

Lawson  v.  Lawson,  1  P.  Wms.  441. 

Walter  v.  Hodge,  2  Swanst.  92. 

Eduwrds  v.  Jones,  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  226 ; 
s.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  194. 

The  YicB  Chancellor. — It  appears  to 
me  that  whatever  jurisdiction  the  £ocle- 
Sttitical  Court  may  assume  to  itself  of 
construction,  anything  that  the  Ecdesi- 
astica]  Court  has  done  in  the  way  of  con- 
struction does  not  bind  this  Coiut.  It 
appears  the  Ecelesiastical  Court  has,  to  a 
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certain  extent,  taken  upon  itself  the  juris- 
diction of  construction  ; —  but  when  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  has  admitted  certain  in- 
struments together  as  forming  the  will,  the 
question  still  arises  upon  the  whole  of  them 
taken  tc^ether,  what  is  to  be  the  construc- 
tion of  the  will  ? 

Now,  in  the  probate  it  appears  that  the  two 
cheques  are  put  last ;  that  I  consider  to  be 
quite  immaterial.  It  appears  that  they  were 
dated  on  the  4th  of  September  1833,  and  I 
am  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  Ecclesi* 
astical  Court  that  they  shall  be  taken  as  part 
of  the  will.  Then  how  do  I  find  it  ?  Two 
separate  papers,  dated  the  4th  of  September 
1833,  and  then  a  subsequent  instrument, 
dated  in  1834,  which  commences  with  de- 
claring that  it  is  the  last  will  and  testament 
of  the  testator,  and  which  proceeds  to  give 
legacies  both  to  the  butler  and  to  the  maid- 
servant, without  any  reference  to  their 
having  been  before  mentioned :  then  there 
is  a  general  residuary  bequest,  and  then  an 
express  revocation  of  all  former  wills  and 
codicils ;  and  my  opinion,  sitting  in  a  court 
of  construction,  is,  that  those  bequests,  such 
as  they  were,  made  by  the  cheques,  are  re- 
voked by  the  will. 

The  annuitants  appealed  from  this  deci*- 
sion,  and — 

Mr,  Roupell  and  Mr*  RoU  appeared  for 
the  appellants,  and*— 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr,  Fleming^  in  support 
of  the  decree. 

.  The  appeal  was  heard  before  the  Lord 
Chancellor  on  the  31st  of  March  1843 ; 
and  on  the  4th  of  November  his  Lorddiip 
aiBrmed  the  djecision  of  the  Vice  Chancellor, 
stating  that,  although  the  judgment  of  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  was  InndiDg  and  con^ 
elusive  as  to  all  questions  of  probate,  there 
was  no  doubt  as  to  the  authority  of  this 
Court  to  decide  a  question  of  revocation, 
and  referred  to  Guwler  v.  Sianderuicke  and 
Campbell  v.  the  Earl  of  Radnor.  Parties 
named  in  the  cheques  were  provided  for  by 
a  will  of  later  date,  which  will  revoked  aU 
former  wills.  He  considered  die  appeal 
must  be  dismissed,  with  costs  out  of  the 
Cheque  Legacy  Account  Fund. 


WiGRAM 

Dec 


AM,  V.C.\ 

.  7,  15.    / 


CORPORATION     OF     GLOU- 
CESTER V,  WOOD. 


Appeal — Staying  Execution  of  Decree, 

Inconveniences^  short  of  irreparable  mis- 
chief  will  induce  the  Court  to  stay  execu^ 
tion  of  a  decree^  pending  an  appeal. 

Order  made  for  staying  a  decree  directing 
money  to  be  paid  out  of  Courts  on  condiiion 
of  the  party  appellant  undertaking  to  submit 
to  such  order  as  the  Court  might  make  as  to 
the  interest  of  the  fund  and  costs,  if  unsuc- 
cessful  on  the  appeal. 

In  this  case,  the  bill  was  filed  by  the 
plaintiffii,  as  specific  legatees  of  the  sum  of 
25,000^.,  under  the  will  of  the  late  James 
Wood,  of  Grloucester,  to  recover  that  legacy 
against  the  executors.     By  an  interlocutory 
order,  the  amount  of  the  legacy  claimed  had 
been  paid  into  court,  and  invested  in  the  32. 
per  cent,  consolidated  Bank  annuities.  There 
were  four  executors  appointed  by  the  will, 
who  were  also  residuary  legatees,  two  of 
whom  were  alive  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause, 
and  two  had  died  before  the  suit.     On  the 
hearing  of  the  cause,  the  bill  was  dismissed, 
and  the  decree  dvected  the  money  vrhich 
had  been  brought  into  court  to  be  returned 
to  the  executors.     The  plaintiffs  having 
presented  a  petition  of  appeal  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  now  moved  to  stay  the  execu- 
tion of  so  much  of  the  decree  aa  directed 
payment  of  the  money  out  of  court  to  the 
executors,  till  such  appeal  should  have  been 
heard. 

Mr0  Swaneion,  Mr,  Humphry ^  aad  Mr, 
/.  Baily^  for  the  motion,  contended  that, 
as  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  executors  not 
to  part  with  the  fund  pending  an  appeal,  the 
Court  would  not  aUow  the  money  to  go  out 
of  court. 

Wood  v.  MUner^  I  Jac.  &  Walk*  636. 

Nerai  v.  Bwtnand,  2  Euss.  56. 

Way  V.  Foy,  18  Ves.  452. 

Gioynn  v.  Lethbridgd  14  Vet*  585. 

Storey  v.  Lord  George  Lennoas^  1  Myl. 
&  Cr.  685;  s.  a  6Law  J.  Aepk(N.s.) 
Chanc.  99. 
That  in  Suisse  v.  Lord  Lowther  (1),  Lord 
Lyndhurst  had  departed  from  the  cases  of 

(1)  12  Law  J.Kep.  (n.s.)  Chiioo.  815. 
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Wallmm  v.  Ingilby,  1  Myl.  &  K.  61 ; 
8.  c.  3  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  21 ; 
and — 
The  King  of  Spain  v.  Machado^  4  Russ. 
360 :  8.  c.  1  Myl.  &  K.  85,  n. ;   6 
Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  61. 
That  a  special  case  must  be  made  out,  and 
the  decision  was  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Court 

Waldo  V.  Caley,  16  Ves.  206. 
WiUan  V.  WiUan,  Ibid.  216. 
Thorpe  V.  Mattingley,  3  You.  &  CoL 
254;  s.c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Ex. 
£q.  9. 
Mr,  Walker  and  Mr,  Romilly,  for  one 
of  the  surviving  executors,  cited — 
Huguenin  v.BaseUy,  15  Ves.  180. 
WaUworth  v.  Hok,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  619; 
s.c.  10  LawJ.  Rep.  (n.8.)  Chanc.  138. 
Maenaghten  v.  Boehm,  1  Jac.  &  Walk. 

48. 
Mr,  Tinneg,  Mr,  James  Parker^  and  Mr, 
JMfe,  for  the  other  surviving  executor. 
Mr,  SwanstonrepUed, 

Dec.  15.^-WioBAM,  V.C. — The  plain-> 
tifis  in  this  case  filed  their  bill  against  the 
surviving  executors  of  the  late  James  Wood, 
to  enforce  payment  of  a  bequest  amounting 
to  upwards  of  25,000^.  The  executors,  by 
tbeir  answer,  admitted  assets,  and,  at  an 
early  stage  of  the  cause,  a  motion  was  made 
bj  the  pkuntiffs  for  the  payment  of  the 
iQoney  into  court,  and  its  investment ;  whidi 
was  ordered  accordingly.  Some  observa- 
tions  were  made  at  the  bar  respecting  the 
circumstances  under  which  that  order  was 
made.  But  it  is  immaterial  to  inquire 
whether  it  was  an  order  by  consent  or  not ; 
for  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  I 
^ald  have  made  the  order,  whether  it  were 
opposed  or  not,  it  falling  within  the  regular 
oMirBe  of  the  Court  to  do  so.  At  the  hearing 
of  the  cause,  I  was  of  opinion  that  the  plain- 
ti&  had  not  made  out  their  right  to  the 
legacy  in  question,  and  I  dismissed  the  bill, 
and,  as  a  consequence,  directed  the  money 
which  had  been  paid  into  court  to  be  re- 
turned to  the  executors.  An  application 
has  since  been  made  to  stay  execution  of  so 
much  of  the  decree  as  directed  the  money  to 
be  paid  out,  pending  an  appeal  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor.  I  am  of  opinion  that  I  ought, 
in  this  case,  to  accede  to  the  application, 
giving  the  executors  liberty  to  apply  for 


payment  out  of  the  legacy,  upon  giving  se- 
curity, and  also  liberty  to  apply  generally, 
in  case  the  appeal  should  not  be  duly  pro- 
secuted. During  the  argument,  I  was  much 
pressed  by  the  form  and  nature  of  the  decree. 
The  e£fect  of  a  decree  dismissing  the  bill  is 
to  determine  that,  at  the  time  of  the  institu- 
tion of  the  suit,  the  relative  position  of  the 
parties  was  such  as,  in  equity,  it  ought  to 
have  been;  and  all  interlocutory  orders 
made  to  protect  the  subject  matter  of  the 
suit,  as  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver, 
lor  an  injunction,  for  payment  of  money 
into  court,  and  other  like  orders,  which  are 
conditional  in  their  nature,  must  drop,  and 
the  parties  be  remitted  to  the  situation  in 
which  they  were  before  such  orders  were 
made.  Such  must  be  the  general  rule  of 
the  Court  in  the  absence  of  special  circum- 
stances. For  the  purpose  of  the  application 
before  me,  a  decree  made,  dismissing  the 
bill,  is  much  less  £ftvourab]e  than  a  decree 
directing  some  act  to  be  done  by  which  the 
relative  position  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of 
the  institution  of  the  suit  is  varied.  The 
suspension  of  the  decree  in  the  latter  case 
leaves  the  parties  in  statu  quo;  a  decree, 
dismissing  the  bill,  would  do  precisely  the 
same  thing.  An  order  to  suspend  such  last 
decree  does  continue  that  which  the  Court 
has  decided  to  be  an  interference  with  the 
rights  of  the  parties.  In  point  of  form,  I 
felt  great  difficulty.  With  respect  to  the 
authorities  (exclu^g  for  the  present  Ifa/- 
burn  V.  Ingilhy  and  The  King  of  Spain  v. 
MachadOf  authorities  which  I  observed  upon 
in  Suisse  v.  Lord  Lowther),  I  find  the 
Court  uniformly  treating  the  question  as  one 
to  be  governed  by  the  discretion  of  the  Judge 
who  decided  the  ease.  By  these  cases,  it 
appears  that  the  Coiurt  does  not  require  a 
case  of  irreparable  mischief  in  order  to  apply 
its  discretion.  Nerot  v.  Bumand  and  Gwgnn 
V.  Lethbridge  are  sufildent  authorities  to 
shew  the  degree  of  inconvenience,  short  of 
irreparable  mischief,  which  wDl  induce  the 
Court  to  stay  the  decree  ;  also,  that  when 
money  is  ordered  to  be  paid,  though  the 
pa3rment  is  not  irreparable  mischief  the 
Court  does  habitually  require  security  before 
the  money  is  paid  out.  fVag  v.  Foy^  Pg^ 
croft  v.  Gregory  (2)f  HoggartY.  CuHs{S\  are 


(2)  4  RuB8. 526 ;  8.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  121 . 

(3)  9  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  374;  8.c.  10  ibid.  314. 
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eases  in  which  the  Court,  not  staying  a  decree 
for  payment  of  money,  required  security  for 
returning  the  same,  in  case  the  appeal  should 
be  successful.  In  Suisse  v.  Lord  Lowther 
the  difficulty  arose,  but  I  escaped  the  diffi- 
culty, by  the  Lord  Chancellor  consenting  to 
hear  the  appeal  immediately.  In  the  pre- 
sent case,  I  must  decide  the  question.  I 
consider  the  decision  of  Lord  Cottenham,  in 
Storey  v.  Lord  George  Lennox,  and  of  Lord 
Lyndhurst,  in  Suisse  v.  Lord  Lowther 
(coupled  with  the  opinion  that  I  know  to  be 
entertained  by  other  Judges),  to  establish 
the  proposition  that,  notwithstanding  the 
cases  of  Walbum  v.  IngHhy  and  The  King 
of  Spain  v.  Machado,  tiie  rule  of  the  Court 
is  that  which  I  have  before  stated — that  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  Court  to  exercise  its  discre- 
tion according  to  the  circumstances  of  each 
case.  Ought  I,  then,  in  the  exercise  of  that 
discretion,  to  accede  to  this  application? 
The  decree  merely  remits  the  money  into 
the  hands  of  the  executors,  through  whom 
the  plaintiffs  daim,  and  restores  the  parties 
to  their  original  situation.  But  what  is  the 
effect  of  the  decree  ?  The  executors,  in  a 
suit  for  the  payment  of  a  legacy,  represent 
also  the  residuary  legatees;  a  decree  for 
payment  would  have  bound  the  residuary 
legatees.  The  decree  in  this  suit  is  a  decree 
in  favour  of  the  residuary  legatees.  Is  it 
not,  in  fact,  an  authority  to  Uie  executors 
for  the  distribution  of  the  estate,  on  the 
footing  of  that  decree,  among  persons,  some 
of  whom  are  not  parties  to  the  record  ?  On 
that  principle  the  Court,  in  some  cases,  has 
given  a  party  his  costs  out  of  the  estate,  on 
the  ground  that  the  decision  in  the  case  had 
in  effect  decided  a  question  under  the  tes- 
tator's will.  In  the  question  before  me,  I 
must  consider  the  case  as  if  the  plaintiffs 
were  the  residuary  legatees,  and  were  asking 
payment  out  of  the  whole  residue,  notwith- 
standing an  appeal  had  been  instituted. 
Ought  I,  in  such  a  case,  to  distribute  the 
money  among  the  residuary  legatees,  leaving 
to  the  particular  legatees,  if  successful  upon 
the  appeal,  to  pursue  their  money  as  they 
best  can  in  the  various  channels  into  which 
it  has  been  dispersed  ?  This  is  the  question 
I  am  bound  to  consider,  and  the  mere  form 
ought  not  to  affect  the  decision.  If  the  ex- 
ecutors could  not  distribute  the  fund,  they 
are  not  affected ;  if  they  could,  the  incon- 
veniences  I   have    mentioned  sdl  present 


themselves  ;  and,  considering  the  weight  of 
these  inconveniences,  the  amount  of  the 
stock,  and  the  mode  of  distribution,  are  they 
not  material  ?  I  have  asked  myself  this 
question :  if  the  property  had  actually  been 
distributed  among  the  surviving  executors, 
and  the  parties  interested  in  die  estate  of 
those  who  are  dead,  and  I  were  called  upon 
to  advise  upon  the  expediency  of  an  i^pieal, 
would  not  the  distribution  of  the  money  in. 
such  a  case  be  a  serious  ground  for  doubting 
whether  the  appeal  were  worth  pursuing  ? 
Not  meaning  to  intimate  that  a  decree  for 
payment  of  money  is  upon  light  grounds 
to  be  suspended,  I  think  that  property 
exceeding  200,000^.  ought  not  to  be  dis- 
tributed, pending  an  appeal,  however  con- 
fident I  may  be  of  the  correctness  of  my 
own  opinion  in  the  case.  The  order  must 
be  for  suspending  the  decree,  with  liberty  to 
the  executors  to  apply  for  payment  out 
upon  giving  security ;  with  general  Uberty 
to  apply  in  case  the  appeal  be  not  duly  pro- 
secuted, and  reserving  the  question  of  costs. 
Some  observations  were  made  in  this  case 
as  to  the  inconvenience  of  keeping  the  money 
invested,  but  that  is  always  the  case  where 
the  Court  impounds  money.  The  party 
eventually  found  to  be  entitled  to  the  money 
may  by  possibility  lose  by  a  fall  in  the 
funds,  and  may  not  get  the  full  amount  of 
interest  to  which  he  is  entitled.  That  is  an 
inconvenience  which  the  Court  cannot  avoid* 
As  a  condition,  however,  of  granting  this 
application,  I  shall  require  the  plaintiffs  to 
submit  to  such  order  as  I  may  hereafter  diink 
fit  to  make  as  regards  costs  and  interest. 


Jan 
Nov 


L.C.  ^ 
.25,26;  > 
ov.  11.  J 


B0BERT8  V.  MARCHANT. 


Vendor  and  Purchaser — Pleading — Par^ 
ties — Heir-at-law  —  Practice — S9th  Order 
of  August  1841. 

A  party  who  had  the  whole  of  the  bene- 
ficial  interest,  hut  not  the  legal  estate,  in 
some  freehold  property,  contracted  to  sell  t/, 
but  died  before  the  sale  was  completed.  To 
a  bill  for  specific  performance  filed  by  his 
personal  representative  against  the  pur- 
chaser, the  heir-at-law  of  the  vendor  was 
held  fo  be  a  necessary  party. 
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An  ohfection  taken  hy  the  answer  for  want 
tfparties,  had  been  set  down  under  the  S9th 
of  the  Orders  o/1841,  and  allowed.  The 
decision  being  appealed  from^ — Held^  that 
ike  appellant  was  entitled  to  begin. 

The  defendant  Marchant  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  a  Mrs.  Mott,  since  de- 
ceased, for  the  purchase  of  some  freehold 
hereditaments,  to  which  Mrs.  Mott  waseqni* 
tably  entitled  in  fee.  The  legal  estate  was 
Tested  in  a  trustee  for  her.  Before  the  pur- 
chase was  completed,  Mrs.  Mott  died,  and 
this  suit  was  instituted  by  her  administrator, 
to  hare  the  agreement  specifically  perform- 
ed. Marchant  was  the  sole  defendant ;  and 
by  his  answer,  he  insisted  that  the  heir-at- 
kw  of  Mrs.  Mott  was  a  necessary  party  to 
the  suit.  The  plaintiff  set  the  cause  down 
for  argument  upon  this  objection,  under  the 
39th  Order  of  August  1 84 1  ( 1 ).  The  point 
was  argued  before  Wigram,  V.C,  by — 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr,  Rogers^  for  the 
plaintiff,  and — 

Mr,  Tripp  for  the  defiendant. 

His  Honour  decided  in  favour  of  the 
objection,  holding  that  the  heir-at-law  was 
a  necessary  party. 

The  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor. 

Mr,  Wakefield  and  Mr,  Rogers  appeared 
for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  Tripp,  for  the  respondent,  contended 
that  the  party  who  sought  to  support  the 
Older,  was  entitled  to  begin  :  that  the  ob- 
jecting party  was  heard  first  in  the  court 
below,  and  this  was  an  appeal  from  the 
whole  decision. 

Mr,  Wakefield,  contra,  insisted,  that  if 
the  defendant  had  demurred  for  want  of 
parties,  and  his  demurrer  had  been  allowed, 
the  plaintiff  would  have  been  heard  first  if 
he  appealed  ;  and  that  the  same  rule  ought 
to  apply  when  the  same  objection  was  taken 
by  the  answer,  instead  of  by  demurrer. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  decided  that  the 
appellant  was  entitled  to  begin. 

It  was  then  contended,  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  as  soon  as  the  vendor   had 

(1)  Ord.  Can.  176. 
Ktw  Series,  XIII. — Chanc. 


signed  the  contract,  her  interest  in  the 
estate,  as  real  estate,  ceased ;  that  her  per- 
sonal representative  was  entitled  to  the  pur- 
chase-money, and  that  the  trustee  was 
bound  to  convey,  at  the  request  of  siich 
representative ;  that  the  heir-at-law  had  not 
any  legal  nor  any  equitable  interest  in  the 
property,  and  that  the  Court  could  not 
compel  him  to  join  in  any  conveyance  if  he 
were  made  a  party  to  the  suit ;  if  the  de* 
fendant  had  stated  in  his  answer  that  there 
was  a  mortgage,  the  mortgagee  would  not 
have  been  a  necessary  party  ;  and  that  this 
case  was  within  the  general  rule  that  the 
vendor  and  the  purchaser  were  the  only 
necessary  parties  to  a  bill  for  specific  per- 
formance. 

Harris  v.  Ingledew,  3  P.  Wms.  91. 
Townsend  v.  Champemown,  1  You.  & 

Jer.  449. 
Tasker  v,SmaU,  6  Sim.  625  ;  s.  c.  5  Law 

J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  321 ;  3  Myl.  & 

Cr.  63 ;  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc. 

19. 
Willianu  v.  Shaw,S  Russ.  178  ;  s.c.  3 

Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  157. 
Mr.  Tripp,  contra,  insisted,  that  the 
question,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  or  not 
entitled  to  the  purchase-money,  depended 
upon  the  fact  whether  a  valid  contract  had 
been  entered  into;  and  that  the  heir-at- 
law  was  directly  interested  in  that  question. 
No  decision  in  a  suit  which  was  constituted 
as  this  was,  would  preclude  the  heir-at-law 
from  filing  a  bill,  and  contending  that  there 
was  no  contract ;  and  he  might  recover  the 
estate  from  the  present  defendant  after  he 
had  paid  his  purchase-money,  and  taken  a 
conveyance  of  the  estate. 
Mr,  Wakefield  replied. 

Nov.  11. —  The  Lord  Chancellor. — 
This  was  a  suit  by  the  administrator  of  the 
vendor  against  the  purchaser  of  an  estate,  for 
a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  to 
sell.  The  defendant  by  his  answer  objected, 
that  the  heir-at-law  of  the  vendor  ought  to 
have  been  a  party  to  the  suit.  The  Vice 
Chancellor  Wigram  allowed  the  objection, 
and  this  is  an  appeal  from  that  decision. 

It  was  argued,  that  by  the  contract  the 
estate  was  converted  into  personalty,  and 
that  the  heir-at-law  had  no  interest  in  the 
matter.     But  that  is  to  assume  tlie  vtry 
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point  in  controversy,  for  the  heir-at-law 
may  dispute  the  contract,  and  controvert  its 
validity.  It  is  further  argued,  that,  as  a 
general  rule,  it  is  not  necessary  to  make 
parties  to  the  bill  those  who  are  not  parties 
to  the  contract.  But  that  rule  does  not 
extend  to  representatives  ;  and  the  heir-at- 
law  is  the  representative  of  the  vendor  as 
to  the  realty. 

The  cases  which  were  cited  do  not  apply. 
The  mortgagee,  it  is  said,  need  not  be  a 
party  in  a  suit  by  the  mortgagor ;  but  his 
interest  is  not  affected  by  the  sale,  and  on 
payment  of  the  mortgage-money  by  the 
purchaser  it  entirely  ceases.  So  as  to  the 
cases  where  the  sale  is  by  a  person  holding 
the  estate  under  a  conveyance  or  a  devise, 
the  heir-at-law  of  the  gLtor  or  deviso^ 
need  not  be  made  a  party;  be  does  not 
claim  through,  or  in  any  way  represent,  the 
vendor.  I  agree  with  the  Vice  Chancellor, 
that  the  purchaser  is  not  to  be  prejudiced 
by  the  death  of  the  vendor,  andS^ entitled 
to  the  same  benefit  of  a  decree  as  if  it  had 
passed  against  the  vendor  himself.  A  case 
of  Williams  v.  Shaw  was  dted  in  the  course 
of  the  argument  at  the  bar,  in  which  the 
Vice  Chancellor  of  England  is  said  to  have 
decided  at  the  hearing  that  the  heir-at-law 
was  not,  in  a  case  of  this  nature,  a  neces- 
sary party  to  the  sidt.  This  case  was  not 
mentioned  in  the  court  below ;  neither  the 
argument  at  the  bar,  nor  the  reasons  of  the 
judgment,  are  stated.  I  do  not  think,  if  it 
had  been  referred  to,  it  would  under  these 
circumstances  have  changed  the  opinion  of 
the  learned  Judge,  in  the  present  case.  It 
has  not  altered  mine.  I  am  of  opinion, 
therefore,  that  the  appeal  must  be  disal- 
lowed, with  costs ;  with  liberty  to  amend. 


M 
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BARKER  V.  BUTTRESS. 


Company — Banking  Act^  7  Geo.  4.  c.  46. 
—  Construction — Joint^stock  Bank — Lia» 
hility  of  deceased  Memhef's  Estate — Credit 
tor — Decree  #»  Equity — Practice — Petition^ 

J.  B.  being  a  member  of  a  joint-stock 
banking  company ^  died  on  the  I6th  of  March 
1839,  and,  in  the  following  month,  the  bank 


stopped  payment.  In  June  1889,  a  sum  of 
money  was  due  to  J.  fV,  from  the  partnership 
by  simple  contract.  In  September  1839,  R, 
and  other  creditors  of  the  bank  obtained  a 
judgment  against  the  public  officer  of  the 
company  for  a  sum  of  money ;  and  in  August 
1840,  N,  P,  TV,  also  a  creditor  of  the  bank, 
obtained  a  judgment  against  it  for  another 
sum.  In  1 842  a  suit  was  instituted  by  certain 
legatees  under  the  will  of  J,  B,  for  the  pur^ 
pose  of  administering  his  estate,  and  a  decree 
was  obtained  therein  on  the  20th  of  December 
in  that  year,  directing,  amongst  other  things, 
the  usual  inquiry  as  to  the  debts  of  J,  B, 
^c.  The  Master  rejected  the  applications 
of  J,  W,  and  R,  and  others,  and  N,  P,  fF., 
seeking  to  prove  their  debts  under  the  decree, 
although  not  claiming  satisfaction  thereof 
until  after  the  payment  of  J,  B,*s  separate 
debts : — Held,  that  the  Master  was  right, 
and  that  the  correct  course  of  proceeding  in 
such  a  case,  to  bring  the  matter  before  the 
Court,  was  by  petition  for  leave  to  go  in 
before  the  Master,  and  make  a  claim  to 
prove,  and  not  by  excepting  to  the  Master's 
report, 

Semble — If  relief  could  be  afforded  at  all 
in  a  court  of  equity  in  such  a  case  against 
the  assets  of  a  deceased  member  of  ajoint'Stock 
bank,  it  must  be  before  the  liability  would 
have  expired  under  the  act  7  Geo,  4.  c.  46,  if 
the  party  had  continued  alive. 

The  facts  being  stated  at  sufficient  length 
in  his  Lordship's  judgment,  it  has  not  been 
considered  necessary  to  repeat  them  here. 

Mr,  Temple  and  Mr.  Lovat  appeared  for 
the  two  creditors  respectively  excepting  to 
the  Master's  report. — ^The  only  question  is, 
whether,  under  the  statute  7  Geo.  4.  c.  46, 
commonly  called  the  Banking  Act,  or  inde- 
pendently of  that  act,  a  creditor  of  a  joint- 
stock  banking  company  has  a  right  to  prove 
bis  debt  against  Uie  assets  of  a  deceased 
partner,  more  than  three  years  having  ex- 
pired between  the  death  of  such  partner  and 
the  pronouncing  a  decree  in  equity  in  a  suit 
to  administer  his  assets.  It  is  only  desired 
to  have  payment  of  the  debts  in  question 
out  of  any  surplus  estate,  after  the  separate 
creditors  of  tlie  deceased  party  have  been 
paid ;  a  joint  creditor  may  strike  a  docket 
against  any  one  of  the  partners. 

The  9th,  11th,  12th,  and  13th  sections  of 
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the  statute  7  Geo.  4.  c.  46,  (1)  and  the  fol- 
lowing cases,  were  cited  in  support  of  the 
exceptions : 

Ex  parte  Wood,  1  Mont.  D.  &  De  6. 92 ; 

s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (N.s.)Bankr.  20. 

Ex  parte  Wood,  2  Mont.  D.  &  De  G. 

282;  s.  0.   10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 

Bankx.  73. 

Thorpe  v.  Jachsont  2  You.  &  Col.  553. 

(1)7  Geo.  4.  c.  46.  s.  1.  «  Be  it  enacted.  That, 
from  the  paaaing  of  this  act,  aoy  bodies  politic  or 
corpoTate  erected  for  the  purposes  of  banking,  or 
tnj  number  of  persons  united  in  coyenantB  or  co- 
partnership, althoQgh  such  persons  so  united  or 
earrjing  on  business  together  shall  consist  of  more 
than  six  in  number,  may  carry  on  the  trade  of  bankers 
in  £agland,  in  like  manner  as  co-  partnerships  of  bank- 
ers consisting  of  not  more  than  aiz  persons  in  num- 
ber may  lawraUy  do ;  and  may  make  and  issue  their 
bills  or  notes  at  any  place  or  places  in  P^ogland 
exceeding  sixty -five  miles  from  London,  payable 
CD  demand,  or  otherwise  at  some  place  or  places 
specified  upon  such  bills  or  notes,  exceeding  sixty* 
fire  miles  from  London,  and  not  ehewhere,  and  may 
borroir,  owe,  or  take  up  any  sum  or  sums  on  their 
bills  or  notes  so  made  and  issued  at  any  such  place 
or  places,  as  aforesaid :  provided  that  such  corpo- 
rations or  persons  carrying  on  such  trade  of  bankers 
in  co-partnership  shall  not  have  any  house  of  busi- 
ness or  establishment  as  bankers  in  London,  or  at 
any  place  or  places  not  exceeding  sixty-five  miles 
from  London ;  and  that  every  member  of  any  such 
corporation  or  co-partnership  shall  be  liable  to  and 
responsible  for  the  due  payment  o{  all  bills  and 
notes  which  shall  be  issued,  and  for  all  sums  of  money 
which  shall  be  borrowed,  owed,  or  taken  up  by  the 
corporation  or  co-partnership  of  which  such  person 
shall  be  a  member,  such  person  being  a  member  at 
the  period  of  the  date  of  the  bills  or  notes,  or  be- 
coming or  being  a  member  before  or  at  the  time  of 
the  bills  or  notes  being  payable,  or  being  such  mem- 
ber at  the  time  of  the  borrowing,  owing,  or  taking 
np  of  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  upon  any  bills  or 
notes  by  tbe  corporation  or  co-partnership,  or  while 
any  sum  of  money  on  any  bills  or  notes  is  owing  or 
nnpaid,  or  at  the  time  the  same  became  due  from  the 
corporation  or  co-partnership ;  any  agreement,  co* 
Tenant,or  contract  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.*' 

Sec  9. "  That  all  actions  and  suits,  and  also  all  peti- 
tioDs  to  found  any  commission  of  bankruptcy  against 
any  person  or  persons,  who  may  be  indebted  to  any 
such  co-partnerahip  carrying  on  business  under  this 
act,  and  all  proceedings  at  law  or  in  equity  under 
any  commission  of  bankruptcy,  and  all  other  pro- 
oeedinga  at  law  or  in  equity  to  be  commenced  or 
instituted  for  or  on  behalf  of  any  such  co-partner- 
ship against  any  person  or  persons,  bodies  politic 
or  corporate,  or  others,  whether  members  of  such 
co-partnership  or  otherwise,  for  recovering  any 
debts  or  enforcing  any  claims  or  demands  due  to 
such  co-partnership,  or  relating  to  the  concerns  of 
such  co-partnership,  shall  and  lawfully  may,  from 
■nd  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  be  commenced,  or 
instituted  and  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  any  one 


Mr,  Bazalgette,  in  support  of  the  petition 
of  another  creditor  for  leave  to  go  in  and 
prove  his  debt  under  the  decree,  cited — 
Devaynes  v.  Noble,  1  Mer.  593. 
Wilkinson  v.  Henderson,  1  Myl.  &  K. 
582  ;  s.c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc. 
190. 
Winter  v.  Innes,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  101. 
Gray  v.  Chiswell,  9  Ves.  118.   . 

of  the  public  officers  nominated  as  aforesaid  for  the 
time  being  of  such  co-partnership,  as  the  nominal 
plaintiff  or  petitioner  for  and  on  behalf  of  such  co- 
partnership ;  and  that  all  actions  or  suits,  and  pro- 
ceedings at  law  or  in  equity,  to  be  commenced  or 
instituted  by  any  person  or  persons,  bodies  politic 
or  corporate,  or  others,  whether  members  of  such 
co-partnership  or  otherwise,  against  such  co-part- 
nership, shall  and  lawfully  may  be  commenced,  in- 
stituted, and  prosecuted  against  one  or  more  of  the 
public  officers  nominated  aa  aforesaid  for  the  time 
being  of  such  co-partnership,  as  the  nominal  defen- 
dant for  and  on  behalf  of  such  co-partnership  ;  and 
that  all  indictments,  infurmations,  and  prosecu- 
tions by  or  on  behalf  of  such  co- partnership,  for 
any  stealing  or  embezzlement  of  any  money,  goods, 
effects,  bills,  notes,  securities,  or  other  property  of 
or  belonging  to  such  co-partnership,  or  for  any 
fraud,  forgery,  crime,  or  offence  committed  against 
or  with  intent  to  injure  or  defraud  such  co-psurt- 
nership,  shall  and  lawfully  may  be  had,  preferred, 
and  carried  on  in  the  name  of  any  one  of  the  public 
officers  nominated  as  aforesaid  for  the  time  being  of 
such  co-partnership ;  and  that  in  all  indictments  and 
informations  to  be  had  or  preferred  by  or  on  behalf 
of  such  co-partnership  against  any  person  or  persons 
whomsoever,  notwithstanding  such  person  or  per- 
sons may  happen  to  be  a  member  or  members  of  such 
co-partnership,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  state  the 
money,  goods,  effects,  bills,  notes,  securities,  or 
other  property  of  such  co-partnership,  to  be  the 
money,  &c  of  any  one  of  the  public  officers  nomi- 
nated as  aforesaid  for  the  time  being  of  such  co-part- 
nership ;  and  that  any  forgery,  fraud,  crime,  or  other 
offence  committed  ag^ainst  or  with  intent  to  injure  or 
defraud  any  such  co-partnership,  shall  and  lawfully 
may  in  such indictmentor indictments,  notwitlistanu- 
ing  as  aforesaid,  be  laid  or  stated  to  have  been  com- 
mitted against  or  with  intent  to  injure  or  defraud  any 
one  of  the  public  officers  nominated  as  aforesaid  for 
the  time  being  of  such  co-partnerahip ;  and  any  offen- 
der or  offenders  may  thereupon  be  lawfully  convict- 
ed ;  and  that  in  all  other  allegations,  indictments,  in* 
formations,  or  other  proceedings  of  any  kind  what- 
soever, in  which  it  otherwise  might  or  would  have 
been  necessary  to  state  the  names  of  the  persons 
composing  such  co-partnership,  it  shall  be  sufficient 
to  state  the  name  of  any  one  of  the  public  officers 
nominated  as  aforesaid  for  the  time  being  of  such 
co-partnership;  and  the  death,  resignation,  removal, 
or  any  act  of  such  public  officer,  shall  not  abate  or 
prejudice  any  such  action,  suit,  indictment,  informa- 
tion, prosecution,  or  other  proceeding  commenced 
against  or  by  or  on  behalf  of  such  co-partnership, 
but  the  same  may  be  continued,  prosecuted,  and 
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Cotvell  V.  Sikes,  2  Riiss.  191. 
Wallworth  v.  HoU,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  619, 

vide  p.  635  ;  s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep. 

(n.s.)  Chanc.  138. 
Paynter  v.  Houston^  3  Mer.  297. 
Baker  v.  Martin^  5  Sim.  380 ;  s.c.  5  Law 

J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  205. 
IlUngworih  v.  Nelson,  2  Keen,  776,  n. ; 

s.c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  163. 

Mr.  Pemherton  Leigh,  Mr,  G,  Turner, 
and  Mr.  G,  L.  Russell,  in  support  of  the 
Master's  report,  contended,  that  the  9th 
section  of  the  stat.  7  Geo.  4.  c.  46,  enabling 

carried  on  in  the  name  of  any  other  of  the  public 
officers  of  such  co-partnership  for  the  time  being." 

Sec.  10.  '*  That  no  person  or  persons,  or  body  or 
bodies  pohtic  or  corporate,  having  or  claiming  to 
have  any  demand  upon  or  against  any  such  corpo* 
ration  or  co-partnership,  shall  bring  more  than 
one  action  or  suit,  in  case  the  merits  shall  have 
been  tried  in  such  action  or  suit,  in  respect  of  such 
demand  ;  and  the  proceedings  in  any  action  or  suit, 
by  or  against  any  one  of  the  public  officers  nomi- 
nated as  aforesaid,  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  any 
other  action  or  suit,  for  the  same  demand,  by  or 
against  any  other  of  the  public  officers  of  such  co- 
partnership." 

Sec.  11.  "  Tbat  all  decrees,  or  orders,  made  or 
pronounced  in  any  suit  or  proceediujg  in  any  court 
of  equity  against  any  public  officer  of  ai\y  such  co- 
partnership carrying  on  business  under  this  act« 
shall  have  the  like  effect  and  operation  upon  and 
against  the  property  and  funds  of  such  co-partner- 
ship, and  the  persons  and  property  of  every  or  any 
member  or  members  thereof,  as  if  every  or  any 
such  members  of  such  co-partnership  were  parties 
members  before  the  Court  to  and  in  any  such  suit 
or  proceeding  ;  and  that  any  Court  in  which  such 
order  or  decree  shall  have  been  made ,  may  cause  such 
order  and  decree  to  be  enforced  against  every  or  any 
member  of  such  co-partnership,  as  if  every  member 
of  such  co-partnership  were  parties  before  such 
Court  to  and  in  such  suit  or  proceeding,  and  although 
all  such  members  are  not  before  the  Court" 

Sec.  12.  *'  That  all  judgments  or  decrees  which 
shall,  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  be  had  or  re- 
covered or  entered  up  as  aforesaid,  in  any  action, 
suit,  or  proceedings  in  law  or  equity  against  any 
public  officer  of  any  such  co-partnership,  shall  have 
the  like  effect  and  operation  upon  and  against  the 
property  of  such  co-partnership,  and  the  property 
of  every  such  member  thereof  as  aforesaid,  as  if 
such  judgments  had  been  recovered  or  obtained 
against  such  co-partnership  ;  and  that  the  bank- 
ruptcy, insolvency,  or  stopping  payment  of  any  such 
public  officer,  in  his  individual  character  or  capacity, 
shall  not  be  nor  be  construed  to  be  the  bankruptcy, 
insolvency,  or  stopping  payment  of  such  co-part- 
nership ;  and  that  such  co-partnership,  and  every 
member  thereof,  and  the  capital  stock  and  effiects  or, 
and  the  effects  of  every  member  of,  such  co-part- 
nership, shall  in  all  cases,  notwithstanding  the 


banking  co-partnerships  to  sne  and  be  sued 
in  the  name  of  their  public  officers,  was  an 
exclusive  and  not  a  cumulative  remedy; 
that  in  the  present  case  Jonathan  Barker  had 
died  more  Uian  three  years  before  the  decree 
was  obtained ;  and  his  estate  was,  therefore,  by 
the  13th  section  of  the  statute,  released  from 
all  liability  in  respect  of  the  present  demands, 
which  rendered  it  unnecessary  to  enter  into 
the  question  of  joint  or  separate  assets. 

Bartleit  v.  Pentland,  1  B.  &  Ad.  704  ; 
s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  X.B.  109. 

Harwood  v.  Law,  7  Mee.  &  Wels.  203  ; 
s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Exch.  30. 

bankruptcy,  insolvency,  or  stopping  payment  of 
any  such  public  officer,  be  attached  and  attachable, 
and  be  in  all  respects  liable  to  the  lawful  demands 
of  the  creditors  of  such  co-partnership,  or  of  any 
member  or  members  thereof,  as  if  no  such  bank- 
ruptcy, insolvency,  or  stopping  payment  of  such 
public  officer  had  happened.' ' 

Sec.  13.  **  That  execution  upon  any  judgment  in 
any  action  obtained  against  any  public  officer  for 
the  time  being  of  any  such  corporation  or  co-part- 
nership, whether  as  plaintiff  or  defendant,  may  be 
issued  against  any  member  or  members  for  the  time 
being  of  such  corporation  or  co-partnership  ;  and 
that  in  case  any  such  execution  against  any  mem- 
ber or  members  shall  be  ineffectual  for  obtain- 
ing payment  of  the  amount  of  such  judgment,  the 
party  or  parties  so  having  obtained  judgment 
against  such  public  officer,  may  issue  execution 
against  any  person  or  persons  who  was  or  were  a 
member  or  members  of  such  corporation  or  co- 
partnership at  the  time  when  the  contract  or  con- 
tracts or  engagement  or  engagements  in  which  such 
judgment  may  have  been  obtained  was  or  were 
entered  into,  or  became  a  member  at  any  time  before 
such  contracts  or  engagements  were  executed,  or 
was  a  member  at  the  time  of  the  judgment  obtained  : 
provided  that  no  such  execution  as  last  mentioned 
shall  be  issued  without  leave  first  g^nted,  on  motion 
in  open  court,  by  the  Court  in  which  such  judgement 
shall  have  been  obtained,  and  when  motion  shall  be 
made  on  notice  to  the  person  or  persons  sought  to 
be  charged,  nor  after  the  expiration  of  three  years 
next  after  any  such  person  or  persons  shall  have 
ceased  to  be  a  member  or  members  of  such  corpora- 
tion or  co-partnership." 

Sec.  14.  "  Provided  that  every  such  public  officer 
in  whose  name  anysuchsuit  or  action  shall  have  been 
commenced,  prosecuted,  or  defended,  and  every 
person  or  persons  against  whom  execution  upon  any 
judgment  obtained  or  entered  up  as  aforesaid  in 
any  such  action  shall  be  issued  as  aforesaid,  ahall 
always  be  reimbursed  and  fully  indemnified  for  all 
loss,  damages,  costs,  and  charges,  without  deduc- 
tion, which  any  such  officer  or  person  may  have 
incurred  by  reason  of  such  execution,  out  of  the 
funds  of  such  co-partnership,  or  in  failure  thereof, 
by  contribution  from  the  other  members  of  such 
co-partnership,  as  in  the  ordinary  cases  of  co-part- 
nership." 
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WUson  V.  Craven,  8  Mee.  &  Wels.  584  ; 

8.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Exch. 

448. 
Eardley  v.  Law,  1 2  Ad.  &  £1. 802 ;  s.  c^ 

10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Q.B.  46. 
That  a  decree  in  equity,  and  still  less  in  a 
legatees'  suit  like  the  present,  was  not  equi- 
valent to  a  judgment  obtained  at  law ;  that 
there  was  no  reasonable  ground  for  saying 
that  the  words  '*  lawfully  may"  in  the  9th 
section  of  the  statute,  which  directs  all  pro^ 
ceedings  whatsoever  to  be  commenced  and 
prosecuted  against  the  public  officer  of  the 
company,  destroyed  the  efficacy  of  the  word 
'* shall*'  with  reference  to  the  instituting 
suits,  actions,  &c.  against  the  public  officer 
of  the  company ;  that  the  11th  section, 
relied  on  by  the  other  side,  had  nothing  to 
do  with  the  case  before  the  Court,  and 
merely  meant  that,  afler  a  decree  in  equity  had 
been  obtained  against  the  public  officer,  pro- 
ceedings might  be  taken  against  any  mem- 
ber of  the  company  ;  that  the  1 4th  section 
shewed  that  the  act  had  in  contemplation 
theordinary  rights  of  partners ;  that  although, 
according  to  the  1 3th  section,  all  proceedings 
at  law  or  in  equity  were  to  be  tsdcen  against 
the  public  officer  of  the  company,  the  argu- 
ment on  the  other  side  was,  that  they  had  a 
right  to  go  directly  against  the  separate 
estate  of  a  deceased  partner — Steward  v. 
Greaves  (2)  ;  that  the  remedy  afforded  by 
the  act  was  exactly  what  banking  com- 
panies required,  for  no  rational  person  would 
become  a  member  thereof  unless  he  felt 
assured  that,  within  a  limited  period,  he 
would  be  discharged  from  liability  to  the 
customers ;  that  the  act  gave  no  power  to 
any  creditor  of  a  company  to  proceed  against 
the  exectUors  or  administrators  of  a  deceased 
member,  the  words  executors  or  adminis-- 
trators  not  being  found  in  the  13th  section, 
the  material  words  there  being  **  who  was 
or  were  a  member  or  members  ;"  that  the 
object  of  the  act  was  to  create  a  new  Statute 
of  Limitations,  grounded  on  a  new  species  of 
remedy  which  it  afforded  the  creditors  of 
such  companies,  and  that  a  court  of  law 
would  not  have  awarded  execution  against 
the  banker  if  he  had  died  only  the  day  after 
a  judgment  had  been  obtained  against  him 


(2)  10  Mee.  &  Wels.  711 ;  s.  c.  12  Law  J.  Rep. 
(xi.)  Exch.  109. 


by  a  creditor  of  the  company ;  that  if  Mr. 
Barker  were  still  living,  and  he  had  retired 
from  the  company  during  a  period  of  three 
years,  no  proceedings  could  have  been  pro- 
secuted against  him  by  any  creditors  of  the 
company ;  and  the  case  must  be  treated  as  if 
it  were  a  proceeding  at  law. 

The  Master  op  the  Rolls. — This  case 
is,  no  doubt,  one  of  very  great  importance 
upon  the  construction  of  this  act  of  parlia- 
ment; and  considering  how  important  it 
may  be  in  a  very  great  variety  of  transactions 
which  may  arise  under  it,  I  cannot  help 
feeling  some  regret  both  as  to  the  time  and 
the  mode  in  which  it  is  brought  forward. 

The  decree  in  this  cause  is  a  decree  for  the 
administration  of  the  estate  of  the  testator, 
Jonathan  Barker ;  and  it  orders  simply,  and 
in  the  common  mode,  that  the  Master  is  to 
take  an  account  of  the  debts,  funeral  ex- 
penses, and  legacies  of  the  testator,  and  to 
compute  interest  upon  such  of  his  debts  as 
carry  interest.  That  being  the  decree  which 
the  Master  is  to  carry  into  execution,  claims 
are  made  to  prove  debts,  being  sums  of 
money  which  became  due  to  the  claimants 
from  a  society  or  partnership  calling  itself 
the  ** Imperial  Bank  of  England;"  being 
creditors  of  that  partnership,  they  come  in 
under  this  decree,  and  claim  to  be  creditors 
of  the  testator  J.  Barker ;  the  Master  has 
declined  to  receive  those  claims,  considering 
it  not^o  be  within  the  scope  of  the  decree 
to  take  an  account  of  such  debts  as  those 
are  claimed  to  be.  Two  of  the  persons 
whose  claims  are  rejected  have  excepted  to 
the  report,  and  another  person  whose  claim 
is  rejected  has  presented  a  petition,  in  which 
he  prays  that  the  Master  may  be  specially 
directed  to  take  his  claim  into  consideration, 
or  otherwise  that  he  may  be  permitted  to 
except  to  the  report.  It  is  evident  I  have 
to  consider  here  what  are  the  sort  of  claims 
which  can  be  established  under  this  decree, 
and  at  the  time  when  this  matter  is  brought 
on.  The  parties  are  desirous  and  willing 
to  avoid  a  decision  on  any  technical  ground, 
and,  so  far  as  the  facts  of  the  case  will  allow, 
I  am  quite  willing  to  state  my  opinion,  as 
if  these  claims  under  the  decree  (which  I 
cannot  alter  in  any  way,)  had  been  made  in 
a  manner  most  favourable  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  them. 
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Now  let  us  see  how  the  case  stands.  The 
testator  was  a  member  of  the  "  Imperial 
Bank  of  England.'*  He  died  on  the  16th  of 
March  1839.  In  the  following  month,  the 
bank  stopped  payment.  In  the  month  of 
June  1839,  Mr.  John  Wood,  one  of  the 
claimants,  stated  an  account  between  him 
and  the  partnership,  and  it  appeared  upon 
that  statement  that  the  account  stood  such 
that,  in  consequence  of  subsequent  pay- 
ments, I  believe  his  claim  arose  to  the 
amount  of  4,61  OZ.  \9s,  Gd.,  and  that  is  the 
sum  he  now  claims  as  a  simple  contract 
debt,  due  to  him  from  the  partnership,  a 
claim  against  the  assets  of  a  deceased  part- 
ner. In  the  month  of  September  1839,  a 
person  of  the  name  of  Rush  ton,  and  some 
other  persons,  obtained  a  judgment  against 
the  public  officer  of  the  partnership,  in  re- 
spect of  which  he  now  claims  as  due  to 
him  2,00  IZ.  14s.  Sd.  In  the  month  of 
February  1840,  Nicholas  Price  Wood,  an- 
other of  the  claimants,  settled  an  account 
with  the  partnership,  and  then  proceeded  to 
obtain  judgment,  which  he  did  in  the  month 
of  August  1840,  and  upon  that  judgment  he 
now  claims  as  due  to  him  24,819Z.  2s,  6d., 
80  that  there  are,  in  the  whole,  sums  exceed- 
ing the  sum  of  30,000/.,  claimed  to  be  due 
from  the  testator's  estate  to  these  parties. 
In  the  year  1842,  a  bill  was  filed  by  lega- 
tees, for  the  purpose  of  administering  the 
estate  of  Mr.  J.  Barker,  and  the  decree  to 
which  I  have  already  referred  was  obtained 
on  the  20th  of  December  in  that  year.  The 
question  arises  upon  the  rights  which  these 
parties  have,  either  by  the  act  of  parliament, 
which  has  been  so  often  referred  to,  or  of 
any  rights  independent  of  that  act  of  parlia- 
ment. By  this  act  of  parliament,  which 
was  passed  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  the 
public  from  the  restrictions  imposed  upon 
the  business  of  bankers  by  an  agreement 
which  subsisted  between  the  Government 
and  the  Bank  of  England,  it  was  enacted, 
that  the  persons  who  entered  into  partner- 
ships, for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the 
business  of  bankers,  might  do  various  things 
which,  by  the  law  previously  existing,  they 
were  not  allowed  to  do ;  and  the  act  created 
a  number  of  liabilities  which  did  not  pre- 
viously attach  upon  any  persons  who  might 
be  engaged  in  carrying  on  business  from 
time  to  time,  under  the  restrictions  which 


were  formerly  imposed  upon  them ;  and  it 
provided  certainly  for  various  facilities  to  be 
given  to  creditors,  various  liabilities  of  per- 
sons who  became  connected  with  these  con- 
cerns, to  which  they  were  not  previously 
subject ;  and  it  also  provided  certain  other 
regulations  which  seem  to  have  been  in- 
tended as  an  exoneration  from  certain  other 
liabilities,  which,  under  other  circumstances, 
might  have  subsisted. 

The  first  section  of  this  act  of  parliament 
provides,  that  every  member  of  any  co- 
partnership shall  be  liable  and  responsible 
for  the  due  payment  of  all  bills  and  notes 
which  shall  be  issued,  and  for  all  sums  of 
money  which  shall  be  borrowed,  and  so  on ; 
such  person  being  a  member  at  the  period 
of  the  date  of  the  bills  or  notes.  I  will 
confine  it  to  the  bills,  because  it  is  rather 
more  simple  : — "  or  at  the  time  of  the  bills 
becoming  payable,  or  when  the  bills  become 
due,  or  whilst  any  money  is  owing  on  the 
bills,"  so  that  any  person,  being  a  member 
at  any  time  from  the  date  of  the  contract  up 
to  the  time  when  the  debt  is  satisfied,  is  to 
become  liable.  He  might  not  be  liable  at 
the  time  of  the  Contract — might  not  be  a 
party  to  the  contract — might  not  be  liable 
when  any  proceeding  to  enforce  the  contract 
was  adopted, — but  he  might  be  a  member 
during  any  intervening  time  :  nota  member 
at  the  time  when  the  contract  was  entered 
into,  nor  a  party  to  any  proceeding  taken  for 
the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  debt,  and  yet  he 
might  be  liable.  There  was  certainly  no  small 
advantage  given  to  the  creditors  of  such 
concerns  as  this.  Now  that  liability  must 
be  considered  as  a  liability  attaching  upon 
every  person  becoming  a  partner  during  any 
of  the  periods  to  which  I  have  adverted ; 
from  the  time  of  the  contract  being  entered 
into  up  to  the  time  when  payment  and  satis- 
faction should  be  made,  persons  were  so 
liable. 

In  a  subsequent  part  of  the  act,  it  pro- 
ceeds to  point  out  the  mode  in  which  satis- 
faction for  debts  is  to  be  obtained.  Now  I 
cannot  entertain  any  doubt,  quite  indepen- 
dently of  the  cases  which  have  been  cited, 
that  die  remedies  which  were  applied  were 
remedies  for  the  recovery  of  debts  which 
accrued  due  upon  the  liabilities  which  were 
previously  stated  in  the  act  of  parliament, 
and  not  upon  any  others ;  it  had  regard  to 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  1843. 


63 


tbat,  and  that  only.  We  then  come  to  the 
remedy  which  the  act  provides.  The  demand 
is  to  he  made,  the  action  or  the  proceeding 
is  to  he  hrought  against  the  person  who  is  to 
be  appointed,  and  to  he  called  *'  the  public 
officer,"  and  he  is  to  be  registered,  so  that 
all  the  world  may  know  whom  to  sue. 
When  judgment  is  to  be  obtained,  if  ob- 
tained against  him,  it  is  to  be  considered 
and  treated  aa  a  judgment  against  the  part- 
nership— against  all  the  members  of  the 
partnership,  and  against  all  the  property  of 
the  partnership  ;  and  how  is  this  judgment 
to  he  executed  ?  First,  execution  is  to  be  had 
against  any  person  who  is  at  the  time  a 
member :  nothing  could  be  more  just  than 
that  the  execution  should  go  against  those 
persons  who  were  parties  to  those  proceed- 
ings upon  which  judgment  was  obtained ; 
their  liability  was  provided  for  as  before, 
although  they  might  not  have  been  members 
at  the  time  when  the  contract  was  entered 
into,  having  become  members  afterwards, 
and  being  members  at  the  time  when  the 
judgment  was  obtained.  Having  become 
members  afterwards,  and  being  members  at 
the  time  when  the  proceeding  took  place 
which  led  to  the  judgment,  and  at  the  time 
of  the  judgment,  they  are  persons  against 
whom  execution  is  to  issue  in  the  first  place ; 
but  then  it  provides  further — otherwise  all 
that  preceding  liability  would  have  been 
nugatory,  if  something  else  had  not  been 
done  —  it  provides  ftrther,  that  if  the 
execution  levied  against  the  persons  then 
members  should  not  be  effectual  for  the  pur- 
pose of  procuring  payment,  execution  may 
then  issue  against  other  persons ;  that  is  to 
say,  against  those  persons  who  were  mem- 
bers at  the  time  when  the  contract  was 
entered  into,  though  not  members  at  any 
other  time.  Secondly,  against  persons  who 
were  members  at  any  time  before  the  time 
when  the  contract  was  to  be  executed ;  and, 
thirdly,  against  persons  who  were  members 
at  the  time  when  the  judgment  was  ob- 
tained ;  and  this  is  followed  by  a  proviso, 
"  that  no  execution  shall  be  issued  without 
leave  first  granted,  on  motion  in  open  court, 
by  the  Court  in  which  the  judgment  shall 
have  been  obtained."  It  is  said,  there  are 
some  words  which  shew  that  it  is  necessary 
to  be  brought  under  the  consideration  of  the 
Court : — "  Nor  after  the  expiration  of  three 


years  next  after  the  person  sought  to  be 
charged  shall  have  ceased  to  be  a  member ;" 
a  clear  limitation  of  the  time  within  which 
execution  is  to  go  against  such  persons. 

To  apply  this  to  the  present  case :  the 
party  here  necessarily  ceased  to  be  a  member 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  which  was  in  the 
month  of  March  1839.  The  proceedings 
were  proceedings  which  had  been  adopted, 
so  far  as  judgment  was  obtained,  against  the 
public  officer :  that  judgment  was  obtained 
a  considerable  time  ago.  Now,  it  has  been 
argued — ^indeed,  admitted — that  in  no  view 
could  there  have  been  execution  against  the 
executors.  It  was  not  provided  for ;  the  point 
was  argued  strongly,  and  I  think  it  was  not 
denied  in  any  way  in  the  reply.  Then  sup- 
pose this  to  be  so,  and  after  this,  that  this 
act  of  parliament  afibrded  only  an  exclusive 
remedy  in  the  cases  which  are  distinctly 
provided  for,  and  that,  in  cases  which 
are  not  distinctly  provided  for,  the  party 
might  be  at  liberty  to  resort  to  any  other 
remedy  which  law  or  equity  would  afford. 
Law  would  afford  him  none ;  that  is  perfectly 
clear,  because  the  debt  would  survive. 
Would  equity  ?  If  equity  would  afford  him 
a  remedy,  must  not  equity  govern  itself  by 
analogy  to  the  time  in  which  the  legal  lia- 
bility could  be  made  effectual  ?  Is  it  pos- 
sible to  say,  that,  there  being  new  liabilities 
altogether — new  liabilities,  such  as  are  cre- 
ated by  this  act  of  parliament,  and  for  which 
this  act  of  parliament  has  provided  a  specific 
remedy — and  there  being  a  party  living, 
against  whom  that  remedy  is  to  be  enforced, 
yet  a  court  of  equity,  taking  away  entirely 
that  protection  which  was  intended  to  be 
afforded  by  the  limitation,  would  interfere, 
not  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  the  creditor 
from  the  difficulty  arising  from  the  party 
having  died  in  the  meanwhile,  but  to  relieve 
him  altogether  from  the  limitation  of  time 
which  is  here  distinctly  stated  in  the  act  of 
parliament?  I  must  say,  that  I  do  not  think 
that  can  be  so.  It  is  very  true,  at  the  time 
of  Mr.  Barker's  death,  he  was  subject  to  the 
liabilities :  it  has  been  very  naturally  argued, 
that,  being  subject  to  a  liability,  he  must  be 
subjected  to  some  process,  by  which  that 
liability  may  be  made  efibctual  and  profit- 
able to  the  person  entitled  to  it.  Be  it  so: 
but  what  is  the  liability  ?  It  is  a  liability 
to  have  an  execution  issued  against  him  and 
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his  property,  provided  it  be  done  before 
the  expiration  of  three  years  from  the  time 
he  ceased  to  be  a  member.  That  was  the 
liability :  he  was  not  liable  for  anything 
else ;  and,  notwithstanding  the  general  words 
which  are  contained  in  the  first  clause,  taking 
all  the  clauses  together,  and  looking  at  the 
means  of  making  effectual  these  liabilities 
which  were  first  created,  we  find  this  ex- 
press limitation — viz.  that  the  liability  is 
not  to  be  enforced  by  execution  after 
the  expiration  of  three  years.  Now,  that 
being  so,  I  do  not  see  how  I  can  afford 
any  sort  of  relief  in  a  case  where  the 
application  is  made  to  this  Court  long  after 
the  expiration  of  those  three  years.  How- 
ever, I  do  not  mean  to  say  anything  as  to 
the  remedy  which  might  have  been  had  by 
a  bill  to  be  filed  within  the  three  years;  but 
it  seems  to  me,  if  relief  is  to  be  had  in  this 
court  in  such  a  case  as  this,  against  the 
assets  of  a  deceased  person,  it  must  be  before 
the  liability — the  legal  liability — would 
have  expired  under  this  act  of  parliament  if 
the  party  had  continued  alive ;  and  in  this 
state  of  things  I  do  not  think  any  remedy 
can  be  given.  I  have  looked  at  the  case 
before  me  as  if  it  had  been  brought  forward 
by  petition.  I  think  I  ought  to  state  that 
a  petition  is  the  proper  course  of  proceeding 
in  a  case  like  the  present.  It  does  not 
come  within  the  scope  of  the  Master's 
authority,  and,  therefore,  all  these  proceed- 
ings fail.  The  exceptions  taken  will  be 
overruled,  and  the  petitiou  dismissed,  with 
costs. 


K.  Brucs 
Dec 


CE,  V.C.l 
.  14,       J 


WILLIAMS  r.  JONES. 


Pleading — Parties — Creditors*  Suits, 

A  creditors*  suit  was  instituted  by  A^  a 
spedaUy  creditor,  and  B,  a  simple  oon- 
iract  creditor  of  a  debtor  deceased ;  and  a 
decree  made  in  it,  A»  diedf  and  B.  de* 
dined  to  go  on  with  the  suit,  A  supplemental 
suit  was  instituted  by  the  representatives  of 
Af  to  which  B.  was  made  a  party,  and 
the  usual  decree  in  a  supplemental  suit  was 
made  in  it,  B.  afterwards  died : — Held,  that 
the  representatives  of  B,  were  necessary 
parties  to  the  suits. 


This  was  a  creditors*  suit.  The  bill  was 
filed  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  by  Jane 
Jones,  a  specialty  creditor,  and  Rowland, 
a  simple  contract  creditor.  A  decree  was 
made  in  this  suit  directing  the  accounts, 
specifying  how  the  assets  were  to  be  applied 
to  the  discharge  of  the  different  daeaes  of 
debts,  and  ordering  costs  to  be  paid.  After 
the  decree,  Jane  Jones  died,  and  on  her 
death,  Rowland  declined  to  go  on  widi  the 
suit,  as  plaintiff.  A  bill  of  supplement  was 
then  filed  by  Margaret  Thomas,  the  repre- 
sentative of  Jane  Jones,  to  which  Rowland 
was  made  a  party,  as  defendant.  This 
cause  was  heard  before  Baixm  Alderson,  and 
the  usual  decree  in  a  supplemental  suit  was 
made,  and  the  costs  of  it  were  reserved. 
There  were  other  supplemental  biUs  filed  in 
the  suit,  to  which  Rowland  was  made  a 
defendant  with  the  other  defendants.  Short- 
ly before  the  hearing  of  the  causes,  Row- 
land died,  and  the  suits  were  not  revived 
against  his  representatives. 

The  causes  now  came  on  to  be  heazd. 

Mr,  Simpkinson  objected  that  the  repre- 
sentatives of  Rowland  had  not  been  made 
parties  by  bill  of  revivor. 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Renshaw  contended 
that  Rowland  was  an  unnecessary  party, 
and  that  his  death  caused  no  defect  in  the 
causes. 

Kniort  Brucb,  V.C— This  is  a  peculiar 
case.  After  a  decree,  at  the  instance  of  two 
plaintiffs,  creditors  of  a  different  nature,  and 
having  distinct  interests,  one  dies,  and  the 
other,  whose  business  it  is  to  eontintie  the 
suit,  will  not  go  on  with  it.  The  repre- 
sentatives of  the  deceased  plaintiff  think 
they  eannot  safely  continue  the  suit  in  the 
absence  of  the  sole  plaintiff,  and  they  make 
him  a  defendant.  He  is  treated  as  a  proper 
party  to  this  suit  by  Baron  Alderson,  and 
a  decree  is  made  in  it.  Whether  he  was  so 
treated  rightiy  or  wrongly,  is  immaterial ; 
there  is  Baron  Alderson's  decree.  All  these 
form  a  peeuliar  case,  and,  without  laying 
down  any  general  rule,  I  tiiink,  in  this  case 
the  representatives  of  Rowland  ought  to  be 
made  parties. 
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Dec.  13. 


LORD    ALVANLEY    V.    KIN- 
NAIBD. 


Practice— Conduct  of  Suit'—Seih  Order 
ofJprU  1828. 

A  party  who  had  conveyed  estates  to  trus^ 
tees  for  payment  of  debts,  filed  a  hill  against 
the  trustees  for  an  account^  and  obtained  a 
decree.  The  suit  tfien  became  abated  by  the 
death  of  one  of  the  defendants.  Delays 
haviny  taken  place  in  the  prosecution  of  the 
suii,  the  Master  afterwards  committed  the 
eonduet  of  the  suit  to  one  of  the  creditors  who 
had  come  in  under  the  decree,  and  his  order 
was  confirmed  by  the  Vice  Chancellor: — 
Held,  upon  appeal,  that  the  Master  had 
authcrity  to  make  such  an  order ;  and  that 
the  fads  that  the  suit  was  abated  when  the 
order  was  made,  and  that  the  creditor  was  a 
party  of  a  class  quite  distinct  from  the  plain' 
tif,  formed  no  objection  to  the  order. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Lord  Alvanley 
against  the  trustees  named  in  a  deed,  by 
which  his  Lordship  conveyed  some  estates 
to  them,  in  trust  to  sell,  and  pay  creditors ; 
and  it  sought  to  have  accounts  taken  of  the 
trust  property.  The  defendants  were  the 
trustees,  and  one  of  the  creditors,  who  was 
made  a  party  as  the  representative  of  the 
creditors  generally. 

The  Master,  to  whom  the  cause  was  re- 
ferred, being  of  opinion  that  unnecessary 
delays  had  taken  place  in  its  prosecution, 
had  given  the  conduct  of  the  decree  to  one 
of  Uie  creditors  who  had  come  in  under  the 
decree,  and  the  Vice  Chancellor  had  con- 
firmed the  Master's  order,  and  had  made  an 
order,  giving  the  conduct  of  the  suit  gene- 
rally to  the  creditor. 

The  plaintiff  now  moved  that  the  order  of 
the  Vice  Chancellor  might  be  discharged. 

The  particulars  of  the  case  are  stated  in 
the  Loni  Chancellor's  judgment. 

Mr,  Bethell,  Mr,  ChandXess,  and  Mr, 
Montayu,  appeared  for  Lord  Alvanley. 

kr.  Stuart  and  Mr,  Toiler  for  the  trus- 
tees; and — 

Mr,  Wakefield  and  Mr,  Lewin,  for  a  cre- 
ditor, Mr.  Strong,  to  whom  the  conduct  of 
the  suit  had  been  given. 

New  Series,  XIII — Chanc. 


Dec.  1 3. — The  Lord  Chancellor. — The 
Master  in  this  cause  committed  the  prose- 
cution of  the  decree  to  Robert  Strong.  A 
motion  was  made  before  the  Vice  Chancellor 
to  discharge  that  order.  That  motion  was 
refused.  Another  motion  was  made  before 
the  Vice  Chancellor  to  commit  the  conduct 
of  the  suit  to  the  same  person,  Robert  Strong. 
That  motion  was  granted,  and  an  order 
made  accordingly  by  the  Vice  Chancellor. 
From  those  orders  the  plaintiff  has  appealed 
to  this  Court :  a  motion  has  been  made  to 
discharge  the  orders  of  the  Vice  Chan- 
cellor. 

The  &cts  of  the  case  are  these :  Lord 
Alvanley,  in  the  year  1825,  executed  a  trust 
deed,  by  which  he  conveyed  certain  estates 
to  trustees,  in  order  that  they  might  pay  off 
the  incumbrances,  and,  by  sale  or  mortgage 
of  the  estate,  raise  money  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  certain  of  the  creditors  of  Lord 
Alvanley.  They  had  a  power  to  assue 
debentures  for  the  purpose  of  raising  money 
in  order  to  liquidate  the  claims  of  the  cre- 
ditors, and  those  debentures  were  charged 
on  the  estates,  and  they  were  ultimately  to 
be  paid  out  of  the  produce  of  the  estates. 
There  was  an  ultimate  trust  in  favour  of 
Lord  Alvanley,  as  to  any  surplus  that  might 
remain  after  the  creditors  who  came  in  under 
the  deed  should  be  satisfied.  In  the  year 
1834,  I  think,  Lord  Alvanley  filed  a  bill 
against  the  trustees,  among  other  things, 
for  an  account  of  the  trust ;  and  in  the  year 
1838  a  decree  was  pronounced  in  that  suit. 
By  that  decree,  the  Master  was  directed  to 
take  the  accounts  of  the  trustees.  There 
was  a  direction  to  the  Master  to  inquire 
whether  there  were  any  subsisting  contracts 
that  had  not  been  performed,  for  the  sale  or 
conveyance  of  the  lands,  and  if  there  were 
any  estates  which  were  not  the  subject  of 
any  contract,  that  they  should  be  sold ;  and 
the  decree  contained  other  directions. 

That  decree  was  brought  into  the  Master's 
office  in  the  month  of  January,  in  the  year 
1839,  the  decree  having  been  pronounced  in 
August  1838.  In  the  month  of  November, 
in  the  foUowing  year,  1840,  an  application 
having  been  made  to  the  Master  to  commit 
the  prosecution  of  the  decree  to  Robert 
Strong,  that  application  was  refused  by  the 
Master.  A  similar  application  was  renewed 
in  the  following  year,  and,  I  think,  in  the 
month  of  January,  in  the  year  1842,  or 
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tkf  »Y\vn?;  rveu  with  the  consent  of  all  the 
t4\cr  piiriies  to  the  suit. 

A  fVind  was  vested  in  the  names  of  tras- 
ttV5  for  the  benefit  of  a  married  woman. 
The  husband  afterwards  became  bankrupt. 
A  bUl  was  ^led  by  the  husband's  assignees 
iii^iiinst  the  trustees  and  the  wife^  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  the  fiind,  subject  to 
the  wife's  equity  of  settlement ;  but  the  hus- 
band was  not  made  a  party  to  it.  To  this 
bill  the  wife  put  in  an  answer  separately 
fVom  her  husband.  The  cause  was  heard, 
and  a  reference  made  to  the  Master  to  in- 
quire what  would  be  a  proper  sum  to  allow 
the  wife,  and  to.  approve  of  a  settlement. 
The  Master  having  made  his  report,  the 
.  cause  now  came  on,  for  forther  directions. 

Kkioht  Bruce,  V.C.  having  objected  to 
hear  the  cause,  on  the  ground  that  the  hus- 
band was  not  on  the  record — 

The  counsel  for  the  trustees  stated,  tfhat 
they  would  do  all  they  could  to  assist  the 
plaintiffs,  and  the  counsel  for  the  wife  con- 
sented to  a  decree  being  made,  and  stated 
that  he  was  instructed  by  the  husband  to 
say,  that  he,  the  husband,  would  concur 
in  it. 

Mr,  Bealesy  for  the  plaintiffs,  contended 
that  although  the  husband  was  not  a  party 
to  the  suit,  a  decree  could  be  made  in  it. 
He  cited — 

Duke  of  Chandos  v.  Talbot,  2  P.  Wms. 

371. 
Tharotd  v.  Hay,  1  Dick.  410. 

Mr.  T.  Terrell,  for  the  trustees. 
Mr.  Taylor,  for  the  wife. 

Knight  Bruge,  V.C— In  Chandos  v. 
Talbot,  the  husband  was  on  the  record. 
This  is  no  cause  as  &r  as  the  wife  is  con- 
cerned, and  can  I  bind  her  by  that  which 
is  not  a  suit  ?  I  have  here  no  materials  iot 
my  judgment,  and  all  would  go  for  nothing. 
I  decline  to  make  any  decree  in  the  cause 
as  it  stands.  The  only  way  in  which  I  can 
assist  you  is  this.  Cause  a  bill  to  be  filed  by 
the  wife,  by  her  next  friend,  against  the  hus- 
band ;  die  husband  need  not  answer ;  I  will 
then  exercise  my  own  judgment  as  to  the 
propriety  of  the  settlement. 


K.  BttWE,  V.C.) 

Dec    18         I     M^^^IS^N  r.  MORRISON, 

Will  —  Construction  —  Conflict  between 
Words  and  presumed  Intention  of  Testator. 

A  testator,  by  his  wiU,  gave  the  meome  of 
shares  in  a  bank,  to  E,  a  married  woman, 
for  life,  provided  she  were  a  widow  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  or  should  become  suck  after* 
wards,  but  during  her  widowhood  only ;  and 
gave  the  income,  during  the  co/oerture  of  E. 
to  P.  He  also  gave  P.  800/.  in  case  E, 
should  become  a  widowy  in  Ueu  of  the  ineome 
of  the  shares.  By  a  eodieil,  the  teaUUof 
revoked  the  gift  of  this  ineome,  and  gave  a 
portion  of  the  ineome  to  E.  for  life,  whe*' 
ther  she  were  a  widow  at  the  time  of  his 
death  or  not,  or  became  euoh  afterwards  or 
not.  At  the  time  ofthetestmtor^s  death,  £.• 
was  under  coverture  i — Held,  thai  P*  was 
net  entitled  to  the  800i.  at  the  death  ttf  the 
testator,  and  would  become  entitled  only  in 
the  event  cfE.  becoming  a  widow. 

A  testator's  will  contained  Ike  Ibllowjiig 
clause :-— *'  I  give  and  bequealih  imto  my 
said  trustees,  their  «x6ctttor8,  admimftra* 
tors,  and  assigns,  my  shares  or  stock  in  tka 
Commeidal  Bank  of  Bdittburgh,  upon-trost, 
to  pay  a  moiety  of  the  interest,  dividendsy 
and  annual  proceeds  arising  from  my  aaid 
^ares  or  stock,  unto  my  daughter,  ^phe- 
mia,  for  the  term  of  her  niituMl  Hfe,  pro- 
vided  she  shall  be  a  widow  alt  the  tmeefmy 
death,  or  shaU  become  mteh  ^terwards,  m 
which  latter  case  she  is  to  be  eatitlsd 
thereto,  fat  such  •  time  only  as  dse  ahall  he 
and  continue  a  widow  \  but  in  ease  my  dough* 
ter  Euphemia  shall  be  under  coverture,'  then 
my  wUl  is,  that  the  said  laet^mentioned 
moiety  shatt  be  paid  to  my  son,  Peter  Mor* 
risen,  for  such  part  of  the  natnral  Ufe  ef 
my  said  dat^hter  Eupi^emia  ae  s^e^haU  be 
under  coverture  aforesaid.**  Th^  testator 
then  gave  the  other  moiety  of  die  intesMl; 
dividends,  and  annual  proceeds  of  the  sbares, 
to  another  daughter  for  life,  and,  subjeet 
as  aforesaid,  gave  Ike  shares  to  his  son 
Peter  absolutely.  The  testator  gave  the 
residue  of  his  estate  to  be  divided  equally 
between  his  sons,  Peter  and  William,  witk 
this  qualification,  **  Esoeept  in  ease  my  said 
daughter  Euphemia  shaU  become  a  widow, 
that  my  said  son,  Peter  Morrison,  shallhave 
out  of  such  residue  the  sum  of  8002.  more 
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than  my  son  WilBam,  in  lieu  •/  the  half  of 
ike  dividends  arising  from  my  shares  in  the 
Commercial  Bank  of  Scotland,  to  which,,  in 
the  event  aforesaid,  he  would  have  become 
entitled."  By  a  codicil  to  his  will,  the  tes- 
tatOFi  aiter  reciting  the  above  bequest  of  the 
shaittB,  revoked  it,  and  declared  that  his 
trustees  should  stand  possessed  of  the  said 
shares  upon  the  following  trust :  **  upon 
tiust  to  pay  one-fourth  part  of  the  divi- 
dends unto  my  daughter  Euphemia  for  the 
term  of  her  natural  life,  whether  she  shall  be 
a  midow  or  not  at  the  time  of  my  decease, 
and  aieo  whether,  she  being  tJien  a  widow,  she 
eentinste  wch  orno"  He  gave  the  other 
three-fonrths  of  the  income  to  his  other 
daughter,  and»  subject  as  aforesaid,  gave 
the  toad  riiares  to  his  son  Peter  absolutely. 
The  codicil  contamed  this  clause:  "I  do 
hereby  ratify  and  confirm  my  said  will  in 
all  respects,  except  where  the  same  has  been 
alteieo  asaforesaid*" 

Euphemia,  the  testator's  daughter,  waa 
under  coverture  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 

The  suit  was  instituted  for  the  admiuis- 
tsation  of  the  testator's  estate ; .  and  one  of 
the  questions  in  it  was,  whether  Peter  was 
immediately  entitled  to  the  SOOZ.,  or  whe- 
ther hia  interest  ia  it  was  contingent  on 
£«pbeoua*s  becoming  a  widow, 

Mr.  Leunn,  for  the  son  Peter. — The  tes- 
tatsr,  IB  hie  will,  had  two  objects  in  view 
with  reference  to  these  shares.  First,  that 
his  daughter  Euphemia  should  have  a  certain 
income  during  her  widowhood  only ; — se- 
condly, that  his  son  Peter  should  have  a  pre- 
sent interest  in  possession,  arising  from  the 
shares,  or  a  fund  in  lieu  of  them.  If  the 
income  of  the  shares  at  the  death  be  occu- 
pied, he  is  at  once  to  have  8002.  instead ;  if 
the  inoome  be  not  occupied  at  the  death,  he 
is  al  once  to  enjoy  it ;  and  should  it  at  any 
time  aftecvaids  become  occupied,  he  is  to 
hsive  8002.  from  the  moment  of  such  occu- 
pation. By  the  codicil  his  intention  is 
changed,  as  far  as  his  daughter  Euphemia 
is  concerned — ^her  income  is  to  be  altered, 
and  she  is  to  have  it  whether  she  be  a  widow 
or  not;  hut  there  is  nothing  from  which 
any  alteration  in  his  intention,  with  refer- 
ence to  the  interests  of  Peter,  can  be  in- 
ferred. This  intention  still  remains  in 
force.  He  ratifies  and  confinns  his  *'  will  '* 
in  all  respects,  except  as  far  as  his  daugh- 
ter>  interest  is  concerned*  There  are  many 


cases  in  which,  even  agunst  the  words  and 

language  of  a  will,  the  intentions  of  the 

testator  have  been  carried  out  by  this  Court. 

Milner  v.  Milner,  1  Ves.  sen.  1 06. 

Lord  Carrington  v.  Payne,  5  Ves.  404. 

Trevor  v.    Trevor,  5  Russ.  24;  s,  c. 

6  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  182. 

Matthews  v.  Maude,  1  Russ.  8c  Myl. 

397;  s.c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  106. 

Taking  the  will  and  codicil  together, 

Peter  is  entitled  to  8002.  at  the  death  of  the 

testator,  and  the  gift  to  him  is  not  to  depend 

on  the  event  of  Euphemia  being  a  widow. 

Mr,  Cooper  and  Mr,  Koe,  for  other 
parties. 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C.-7The  question  is, 
whether  I  can  say  the  legacy  of  8002.  is 
immediately  due  to  Peter.  If  the  matter 
had  been  brought  to  the  testator's  mind,  in 
making  his  codicil,  he  might  have  said,  that 
it  should  be  so  payable;  but  he  has  not 
said  it.  I  should  lose  my  way  in  construing 
this  will,  if  I  went  out  of  what  the  testator 
has  said.  I  am  afraid  all  the  rest  is  con- 
jecture or  speculation.  I  must  hold  the 
8002.  to  be  a  deferred  legacy,  payable  only 
in  the  event  pointed  out  by  the  testator. 


L.C. 
Dec.  21 


.} 


In  re  bariatinski. 


Lunatic — Alien  —  Jurisdiction  —  Car- 
riage  of  Commission. 

The  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  issue  a  com' 
mission  of  lunacy  against  an  alien  residing 
in  this  country. 

Where  a  oommission  of  lunacy  issued 
against  a  lady,  who  was  the  daughter  of  a 
Russian  nobleman  by  an  English  lady,  and 
who  had  always  resided  in  England,  the 
carriage  of  the  commission  was  given  to  the 
maternal  aunt  of  the  lunatic  in  preference  to 
her  half-brother,  who  was  an  alien,  although,  tf 
the  lunacy  was  not  shewn  to  have  begun  before 
a  particular  time,  the  aunt  would  be  benefited 
by  a  will  made  by  the  lunatic;  but  leave  was 
given  for  the  brother  to  attend  the  execution 
of  the  commission,  and  to  produce  and  cross- 
examine  witnesses. 

This  was  a  petition  praying  that  a  com- 
mission might  issue  to  inquire  of  the  lunacy 
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of  the  Princess  Elizabeth  Catherine  Louisa 
Mary  Frances  Bariatinski. 

In  1806,  John  Prince  Bariatinski,  the 
father  of  the  lunatic,  married  a  daughter  of 
the  late  Lord  Sherborne  ;  and  in  April 
1807,  the  lunatic  was  bom  at  Altona,  in 
the  Duchy  of  Holstein,  in  the  kingdom  of 
Denmark,  while  her  parents  were  on  a  visit 
to  the  Prince's  mother.  The  mother  of  the 
lunatic  died  shortly  afterwards  ;  and  in 
August  1807,  the  child  was  sent  by  her 
father  to  this  country  to  Lord  and  Lady 
Sherborne,  with  a  letter,  in  which  he  ex- 
pressed his  wish  that  she  should  be  brought 
up  as  an  Englishwoman  and  as  a  protestant. 
She  continued  to  live  with  Lord  and  Lady 
Sherborne  during  their  lives;  and,  upon 
the  death  of  Lady  Sherborne  (who  survived 
his  Lordship  a  few  years,  and  died  in  1824), 
she  was  placed  by  her  uncle,  the  present 
Lord  Sherborne,  and  her  maternal  aunt, 
with  a  lady  who  had  formerly  been  a  go- 
verness in  a  branch  of  his  Lordship's  family, 
with  a  proper  establishment  kept  for  her. 

Her  &ther  died  in  1825  ;  and,  a  few 
months  before  his  death,  he  had  written  a 
letter  to  the  lunatic's  aunt,  in  which  he  ex- 
pressed some  anxiety  to  see  his  daughter 
married,  and  stated,  that  he  thought  she 
might  make  a  better  marriage  in  Russia  than 
in  England. 

She  was  entitled  to  a  sum  of  between 
30,000?.  and  40,000/.  in  this  country,  which 
she  had  derived  from  her  mother's  family. 
This  property  was  in  the  funds,  and  was 
standing  in  the  name  of  the  present  Lord 
Sherborne. 

The  Princess  was  always  a  person  of  weak 
intellect,  but  did  not  exhibit  any  symptoms 
of  insanity  till  1 829.  She  was  now  admitted 
by  all  parties  to  be  a  decided  lunatic. 

In  October  1830,  the  Princess  made  a 
will,  by  which  she  bequeathed  the  whole,  or 
the  greater  part,  of  her  property  to  her  aunt, 
the  petitioner.  Various  sums,  amounting 
altogether  to  about  4,000/.,  had,  from  time 
to  time,  been  transmitted  to  this  country  by 
her  father  for  her  support. 

In  1836,  Alexander  Prince  Bariatinski, 
the  eldest  half-brother  of  the  lunatic,  at- 
tained the  age  of  twenty-one  ;  and  in  1843, 
he  came  over  to  this  country,  and  as  her 
relatives,  by  the  mother's  side,  were  appre- 
hensive that  he  would  make  some  attempt 
to  take  his  sister  with  him  to  Russia,  her 


aunt  presented  a  petition  to  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor for  the  issuing  of  a  commission  of 
lunacy.  The  Prince  presented  another 
petition,  praying  that  no  such  commission 
as  was  asked  for  by  the  first  petition  might 
be  issued,  or  that  proper  directions  might 
be  given  as  to  who  should  have  the  carriage 
of  it. 

The  Prince  stated,  in  his  petition,  that  he 
had  appropriated  a  sum  in  Russia,  equal  to 
about  22,000/.  of  English  money,  as  the 
portion  of  his  sister,  and  that,  as  Uie  head 
of  his  family,  he  was  entitled,  by  the  laws 
of  Russia,  to  the  care  of  the  person  and 
property  of  the  lunatic;  and  that  his  late 
father  had  intended  to  remove  her  to  Russia, 
but  was  prevented  from  doing  so  by  his 
death.' 

The  Solicitor  General,  Sir  C.  Weiherell, 
and  Mr,  Walpole,  in  support  of  the  petition 
for  the  issuing  of  the  commission. — ^From 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  father  of 
the  lunatic  sent  her  over  to  this  country,  it 
was  clearly  his  intention  that  she  shoidd  be 
educated  as  an  Englishwoman,  and  have  her 
domicile  in  this  country.  In  addition  to  this 
circumstance,  she  continued  to  reside  here 
after  she  attained  twenty-one,  and,  there- 
fore, did  herself  acquiesce  in  the  domicile 
which  her  father  wished  her  to  have.  The 
decision  in  Beattie  v.  Johnstone  (1)  was 
founded  on  the  fact,  that  the  child  was  not 
domiciled  here.  But  even  if  she  were  an 
alien,  the  Lord  Chancellor  has  jurisdiction 
to  grant  a  commission  against  her.  This  is 
a  common  law  right  of  the  Crown,  and  does 
not  depend  on  any  statute — Stat,  de  prt" 
rogativa^  17  Edw.  2 :  12  Car.  2.  c.  24.  An 
alien  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  clergy  in 
this  country — Com.  Dig,  *  Justices,'  Y,  1 ,  and 
Hale' 8  P. C.  vol.  2,  373;  and  the  statute  32 
Hen.  8.  c.  16.  enacts,  that  all  aliens  whore- 
side  in  this  country  shall  be  subject  to  all  the 
laws  of  this  country,  which  statute  is  quoted 
in  Corny m* 8  Dig,  *  Alien,'  C,  7.  Suppose  an 
alien  buys  land  in  this  country,  he  takes  it 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Crown  ;  and  if  he 
afterwards  becomes  lunatic,  how  can  the. 
Crown  get  it  except  through  a  commission 
of  lunacy  ?  The  only  remauiing  question 
would  then  be,  whether  the  petitioner  or 
the  half-brother  of  the  lunatic  shaU  have  the 


(!)  1  Phillips,  17;  s.  c.  10  Lftw  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Clwno.  300 ',  affirmed  by  Houae  of  Lords. 
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carriage  of  the  commission.  The  Prince  is 
now  in  this  country  on  a  visit,  but  he  has 
no  intention  of  remaining  here ;  and  how 
can  the  Court  allow  a  party  to  be  guardian 
to  a  lunatic  who  does  not  reside  within  the 
jnrisdiction  of  the  Court  ? 

WelUsley  v.  the  Duke  of  Beaufort,  2 
Russ.  18 ;  s.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc. 
85. 
Ex  parte  Ord  in  re  Shields,  Jac.  94. 
Ex  parte  Southcote,  2  Yes.  sen.  401. 
Ex  parte  Marchioness  of  Annandale^ 
Amb.  80. 

Mr,  Stuart  and  Mr.  fValford,  for  the 
Prince  Bariadnski. — The  lunatic  was  bom 
while  her  parents  were  on  a  visit  in  a  country 
where  they  were  not  domiciled ;  therefore, 
the  domicile  of  the  &ther  is  the  domicile  of 
the  child  which  was  bom — 

Somervilley,  SomerviUe,  5Ves.  750, 787. 

Story  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  52. 

Bwrge*s  Com,  on  Colonial  Laws,  vol.  1, 
c.  2. 
Russia  will  therefore  be  the  domicile  of  the 
lunatic,  unless  her  domicile  has  been  changed 
since  her  birth.  Whether  the  father  could 
change  her  domicile  is  a  matter  of  doubt; 
but  here  the  &ther  had  an  intention  of  re- 
moving his  daughter  to  Russia  shortly 
before  his  death,  and  would  probably  have 
removed  her  if  that  event  had  not  prevented 
him.  Her  domicile  could  not  have  been 
changed  by  any  act  of  her  own,  unless  the  act 
was  done  with  that  intention  ;  and  the  mere 
circumstance  of  her  not  going  away  from 
England  immediately  upon  her  attaining 
twenty-one,  is  no  proof  that  she  elected  this 
coan^  as  her  domicile,  when  such  a  subject 
had  most  probably  never  occurred  to  her. 
If  she  is  an  alien,  this  Court  ought  not 
to  interfere.  Jurisdiction  in  matters  of 
lunacy  was  formerly  exercised  by  the  Court 
of  Wards,  which  Court  would  not  interfere 
in  cases  of  aliens — The  Corporation  of  Bur ^ 
ford  V.  Lenthall  (2) ;  and,  as  the  authority 
of  this  Court  in  these  matters  is  merely  the 
audiority  which  was  transferred  to  it  from 
the  Court  of  Wards,  a  commission  ought 
not  to  issue  against  this  lady. 

[The  Lord  Chancellor. — It  appears 
that  her  father  sent  her  to  this  country  with 
a  view  to  her  living  here.     Her  fieither  had 


a  right  to  do  that.  She  lives  here  till  she 
is  of  age,  until  she  could  act  for  herself : 
she  chooses  this  domicile,  and  acts  upon  it, 
and  then  she  becomes  incompetent.  That 
cannot  alter  her  previous  acts :  this  is  the 
country  of  her  domicile.] 

The  brother  of  the  lunatic  is  the  most 
proper  person  to  have  the  carriage  of  a  com- 
mission, if  one  should  be  issued.  An  alien*s 
&ther  may  file  a  bill  as  next  friend  of  his 
in&nt  child — 

De  ManneviUe  v.  De  Manneville^  10 
Ves.  52. 

Potinger  v.  Wightman,  3  Mer.  67. 

Viner's  Ahr,  'Lunatic,*  A,  3. 

Doe  d.  Duroure  v.  Jones,  4  Term  Rep. 
300. 

In  re  WhiUaker,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  441 ;  s,  c. 
8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  313. 
Vattel,  in  his  Law  of  Nations  (3),  has  the 
following  passages: — "The  State,  which 
ought  to  respect  the  rights  of  other  nations, 
and  in  general  those  of  all  mankind,  can- 
not arrogate  to  herself  any  power  over 
the  person  of  a  foreigner,  who,  though  he 
has  entered  her  territory,  has  not  become 
her  subject.  The  foreigner  cannot  pretend 
to  enjoy  the  liberty  of  living  in  the  coimtry 
without  respecting  the  laws,"  "  The  pro- 
perty of  an  individual  does  not  cease  to 
belong  to  him  on  account  of  his  being  in  a 
foreign  country ;  it  still  constitutes  a  part 
of  the  aggregate  wealth  of  his  nation.  Any 
power,  therefore,  which  the  lord  of  the  ter- 
ritory might  claim  over  the  property  of  a 
foreigner  would  be  equally  derogatory  to 
the  rights  of  the  individuad  owner,  and  to 
those  of  the  nation  of  which  he  is  a  mem- 
ber." 

[The  Lord  Chancellor. — All  this  is 
founded  on  the  assumption  that  the  pro- 
ceeding is  directed  against  the  party.  The 
proceeding  here  is  for  the  protection  of  the 
property — for  the  benefit  of  the  limatic — 
for  the  preservation  of  the  property.] 

The  Solicitor  General  was  not  called  upon 
to  reply. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — I  am  quite 
satisfied  the  Court  has  jurisdiction.  Where 
a  party  becomes  insane  while  he  is  residing 
in  this  country,  and  has  property  to  be  pro- 
tected, it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  throw 


(2)  2  Atk.  553, 


(3)  Book  2.  ch.  8.  as.  108,  109. 
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the  pioteetioii  of  tlie  law  rmmd  tke  person 
attd  piopertj  of  an  iadi^iMl  m  that  sitoa- 
tion.  Unless  some  contiadiotory  decision 
has  been  made,  I  do  not  entertain  any  doubt 
about  it ;  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  com- 
mission must  issue. 

There  is  no  doubt  about  the  state  of  mind 
of  this  lady ;  that  has  not  been  disputed ; 
and,  as  to  die  carriage  of  the  commission,  I 
should  say  that  Miss  Button  is  the  proper 
person  to  have  the  carriage  of  it ;  but,  for 
the  purpose  of  preventing  any  ineonvenience 
that  may  result  from  that,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  guarding  against  anything  that  may 
appear  to  be  improper,  Prince  Bariatinski 
should  have  the  fuUest  opporturaty  of  at- 
tending the  execution  of  the  commission, 
and  of  tendering  evidence  fcMr  the  purpose 
of  establishing  any  fact  that  he  may  think 
necessary  fbr  the  interest  of  the  lunatic; 
and,  in  the  meantime,  he  shall  have  figee 
access  to  the  lunatic,  either  in  person  or  by 
Dr.  Soutfaey,  accompanied  by  his  soUdtor. 
That  is  necessary,  in  order  to  prepare  for 
the  inquiry  that  is  about  to  take  place.  I 
have  made  inquiry  in  the  office,  but  unfor- 
tunately no  memoranda  axe  kept  in  the  office 
of  the  particular  facts  on  which  the  commis'- 
sions  are  issued;  nothing  but  the  names 
of  the  parties.  The  secretary  gave  me  the 
names  of  a  great  number  of  individuals,  ap- 
parently foreigners  by  name,  against  whom 
commissions  were  issued.  It  is  by  no  means 
conclusive ;  but  it  is  hardly  possible,  out  of 
such  a  large  number  of  names,  that  some 
one  or  more  of  them  were  not  foreigners. 

The  Crown  does  not  take  possession  of 
the  property  for  its  own  benefit,  but  in  order 
to  secure  it  for  the  benefit  of  the  lunatic ;  to 
apply  it  for  his  maintenance  and  good,  and  to 
preserve  the  surplus  ultimately  for  his  benefit, 
in  die  event  of  his  becoming  sane ;  if  not,  for 
the  purpose  of  dividing  it  among  those  per- 
sons who,  by  law,  would  become  entitled  to 
it  in  the  event  of  his  dying  intestate ;  or  if 
he  made  a  will  before  he  became  insane,  for 
the  purpose  of  applying  it  according  to  the 
dispositions  of  that  will.  What  can  be  more 
proper — what  can  be  more  humane  and 
more  consistent  with  the  general  scope  of 
the  law  of  England  than  that  that  course 
should  be  pursued  ? 


DAVIBS  V.  LOWNDSi. 


Writ  of  Right  —  Journeys  Accounts  — 
Stat.  8^4  frill  4.  c.  27. 

Where  a  wrii  of  right  by  journeys  ac- 
counis  issued  after  the  time  allowed  by  the 
3  <^  4  Will.  4.  c.  27,  but  the  origiwd  writ 
issued  before  that  time^  the  Court  refused  a 
motion  to  quash  the  writ,  leaving  the  defen^ 
dant  to  raise  the  objection  in  a  court  of 
cotnMon  law. 


m  was  a  motion  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fondant,  Wflliam  Selby  Lowndes,  that  a 
writ  of  right  issued  on  the  8th  of  February 
1843,  and  returnable  on  the  15th  of  April 
following,  might  be  quashed,  set  aside,  or 
superseded. 

In  December  1832,  an  original  writ  of 
right  was  issued,  in  which  Thomas  Davies 
and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  were  demandants, 
who  claimed  some  estates  in  Buckingham- 
shire, in  right  of  Mrs.  Davies,  as  beiress-at- 
law  of  Thomas  James  Selby,  who  died  in 
1772,  of  which  estates  the  father  of  tbe 
present  defendant  was  tlien  in  possession. 
Two  trials  took  place,  in  both  of  which  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant,  but  the 
verdicts  were  reversed  and  new  trials  were 
directed.  After  the  second  trial,  (which 
took  place  in  December  1S88,)  but  before 
it  was  reversed,  the  defendant  died ;  and 
the  present  defendant,  on  whose  behalf  this 
motion  was  made,  was  his  heir-i|^-law. 
Thomas  Davies  died  in  May  1835,  and  in 
February  1843,  Elizabeth  Davieti  issued 
the  writ  to  which  the  motion  referred,  by 
journeys  accounts. 

Sir  Thomas  WUde,  Mr.  F.  Bailey,  and 
Mr.  Grey,  in  support  of  the  application, 
contended,  that  the  writ  ought  to  be  super- 
seded, quia  improvide  emanavit,  as  it  was 
issued  after  the  time  allowed  for  bringing 
real  actions,  by  the  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27. 
s.  37,  viz.  the  1st  of  June  1835 ;  that  tiie 
writ  was  in  the  usual  form,  and  had  nothing 
on  the  face  of  it  to  shew  that  it  was  brought 
by  journeys  accounts. 

Waker  Moile*s  case,  Cro.  Eliz.  174. 

Kinsey  v.  Heyward,  I  Ld.  Raym.  433. 

Elstob  V.  Thorowgood,  Ibid.  283. 
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That  neither  the  tenant  nor  the  demandant 
was  the  same  as  in  the  former  writ ;  and 
that  a  wnlby  joome^F*  aceounts  could  never 
have  heen  brought  in  such  a  case  as  this. 
Foot  V.  CoIUm,  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  250 ;  s.  c. 

5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  225. 
Foot  V.  Sheriff,  2  Bing.  N.C.  528;  s.c. 

5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  C.P.  161. 
iM^h  T.  Leijih^  2  Bing.  N.C.  464;  s.  c. 

5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  C.P.  122. 
Brook' $  Reading  <m  SteU,  of  Limi.  1 54. 
Wilcocke  y.  Huggins,  2  St».  907 ;  s.  c. 
Fitzgib.  170,  289. 

The  Solicitor  General,  Mr.  E,  V.  WilUanu, 
and  Mr,  Willee,  contra,  insisted  that  the 
Conrt  would  not  grant  this  application, 
imkis  it  could  be  clearly  shewn  that  l^e 
writ  was  irr^pilar ;  that  the  oiiginal  writ 
abated  without  any  de&ult  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff;  and  that  she  oould,  tberefoss,  isaue 
a  writ  by  journeys  accounts. 
Speneer*s  case,  6  Rep.  9,  6. 
Con.  Dig.  *  Abatement,*  (P). 
Bac.  Jbr.  *  Abatement,*  (Q). 
Williams  on  Executors,  8rdedit.  147*8. 
That  a  writ  by  journeys  accounts  was  not 
a  new  action,  but  a  continuance  of  the 
orimnal  writ,  and  that  the  statute  of  3  &  4 
Wm.  4.  c.  27.  did  not  apply ;  that  a  writ 
of  this  nature  was  always  in  the  same  tarm 
u  the  original  writ : 

Bro*  Ahr. '  Joumes  Accomptes,*  pi.  18. 
Hafward  v.  Kinseji,  12  Mod.  570. 
Anongmomst  Ibid.  229 ; 
and  that  it  lay  on  the  death  of  a  sole  tenant. 
WiUiams  on  Executors^  3rd  edit.  1532, 

and  cases  collected  there. 
Viner's  Abt,  'Journeys  Accounts^'  A, 

1,  3 ;  B,  1 ;  and  C,  2. 
WaUhM  T.  Aldrieh,  Cro.  Jac.  588. 
Stoirr  T.  Bowles^  4  B.  &  Ad.  112 ;  s.  c. 

2  Law  J.  Rep.  (nui.)  K.B.  10. 
Fmnie  t.  Montague,  5  B.  &  Ad.  877. 
Adam  t.  the  Inhabitants  of  the  City  of 
Bristol,   2  Ad.  &  £1.  389;  s.c.  4 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  M.C.  35. 
2  Saumd,  Sep.  by  Williams,  63^,  n. 
Fiiz.  Nai.  Brev,  32. 
Doe  dem.  Gilbert  v.  Ross,  7  Mee.  & 
Wels.  125 ;  s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (m.8.) 
Exch.  201,  were  also  referred  to. 

Sir  T.  Wilde  replied. 
Niw  SaaiBS,  XIIL^Chavc. 


Nov.  25.*— The  Iahkd  ChanmiiLor.— 
This  was  a  motion  to  supersede  a  writ  of 
right,  on  the  ground  of  its  having  issued 
after  the  3l8t  of  December  1834,  the  time 
limited  by  the  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27.  s.  36. 
By  that  section  it  is  enacted,  that  no  writ  of 
right,  and  no  othor  action  real  or  mixed,  ex- 
cept a  writ  of  right  of  dower,  &c.,  shall  be 
brought  after  the  3 1st  of  December  1834.  In 
opposition  to  this  motion,  it  was  contended, 
that  the  first  writ  having  abated  by  the  death 
of  the  tenants  and  this  writ  being  sued  by 
journeys  accounts,  against  the  heir,  it  was  a 
continuance  of  the  former  writ,  and  did  not 
come  within  the  prohibition  of  the  statute. 
Yi^re  a  writ  is  sued  out  by  journeys  accounts, 
it  has  the  effect  at  common  law  of  giving 
the  plaintiff,  in  many  cases,  the  benefit  of 
the  former  suit ;  as  where  one  of  two  joint 
tenants  dies,  by  which  the  suit  abates,  the 
plaintiff  is  allowed  within  a  reasonable  time 
ta  sue  out  a  new  writ,  and  the  defendant 
will  not  be  allowed  to  take  any  advantage 
but  such  as  he  had  at  the  time  of  the  first 
wni-^WaUhaU  v.  Aldrich.  It  is  some- 
times called  a  continuance,  as  by  Chief 
Justice  Treby,  in  Hagward  v.  Kinseg ;  by 
Chief  Baron  Comyns,  in  his  Digest,  and  by 
other  authorities ;  but  it  is  not,  I  think, 
strictly  a  continuance,  for  it  issues  where 
a  former  suit  had  abated.  Lord  Coke  ap- 
pears to  have  been  of  this  opinion ;  for  in 
speaking  of  it  in  Spencer's  case,  he  calls  it 
quodammodo  a  oontinuanoe.  It  is  in  truth 
an  indulgence  allowed  by  the  common  law 
in  certain  cases,  and  the  time  within  which 
it  is  to  be  brought  is  regulated  at  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Judges.  It  is  a  new  suit,  to 
which,  in  certain  cases  and  for  certain  pur- 
poses, the  benefit  of  the  abated  suit  is  given, 
and  in  some  instances  even  the  costs  of 
the  abated  suit.  The  proceedings  in  the 
former  suit  are  entered  on  the  roU,  and  are 
followed  by  the  proceedings  upon  the  second 
writ.  The  common  law,  as  I  have  observed, 
gives  this  indulgence  in  certain  cases  of 
abatement;  but  the  question  is,  whether 
this  indulgence  can  be  allowed  where  the 
legislature  has  said,  '*no  writ  of  right*' 
(which  is  the  writ  in  this  case,)  shall  be 
sued  out  after  a  specified  day.  The  words 
of  the  act  are  express  and  peremptory,  *'no 
writ  of  right  patent,  &c.  shall  be  brought 
alter  the  31st  of  December  1834.'*     The 
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enactment  extends  to  every  writ  of  right, 
with  the  exceptions  mentioned  in  the  statute, 
and  will  in  its  tenns  comprehend  writs  sued 
out  as  well  hy  journeys  accounts  as  other- 
wise. If  we  refer  to  the  construction  put 
on  former  statutes  of  limitation,  it  will  be 
found  not  only  to  afford  no  ground  for  the 
exception  contended  for  in  this  case,  but  to 
lead  to  an  opposite  conclusion. 

First,  then,  as  to  the  act  of  32  Hen.  8.  c.  2. 
It  enacts,  that  no  person  shall  sue  or  maintain 
any  writ  of  right  for  any  lands,  &c.  of  the 
possession  of  his  ancestor,  and  allege  any 
further  seisin  of  his  ancestor,  but  only  a 
seisin  within  sixty  years  next  before  the 
teste  of  the  writ.  This  is  followed  by  a 
clause,  by  which  it  is  provided,  that  any 
person  who,  at  the  time  of  passing  the  act, 
had  any  of  the  said  writs  depending,  or 
should  thereafter  bring  any  of  the  said 
actions  at  any  time  before  the  feast  of  the 
Ascension  in  the  year  1546,  shoidd  allege 
the  seisin,  &c.,  as  he  might  have  done  before 
the  making  of  that  statute.  There  is  a  fur- 
ther proviso,  that  if  any  person  before  the 
feast  of  the  Ascension,  in  the  year  1546, 
should  sue  any  of  the  said  writs,  &c.,  and 
the  same  should  become  abated  by  the  death 
of  any  of  the.  said  parties,  then  the  same 
persons  being  then  alive,  and  if  not,  then  the 
next  heir  of  such  persons,  might  pursue  his 
action  in  the  said  matter,  within  one  year 
next  after  such  action  or  suit  abated,  and 
should  enjoy  all  such  advantage  as  he  might 
have  had  in  the  former  action  or  suit.  The 
act  provides  only  for  the  case  of  abatement 
by  death ;  and  it  has  been  considered  under 
this  statute,  that  where  the  suit  became 
abated  for  any  other  cause,  the  plaintiiT  or 
demandant  was  not  entitled  after  the  expi- 
ration of  the  time  limited  to  have  a  new 
writ  by  journeys  accounts — Brook's  Read' 
ing  on  the  Statute  of  Litnitations^  p.  154-5. 
He  mentions,  as  an  instance,  a  praecipe 
brought  upon  the  ancient  limitation,  be- 
fore Ascension  1546.  The  tenant  ten- 
dered his  law  of  non«  summons,  and  per- 
formed that  after  Ascension,  &c.,  by  which 
the  writ  abated,  and  the  plaintiff  brought 
a  new  writ  within  the  year  by  journeys 
accounts,  he  should  not  have  advantage  to 
declare  upon  the  ancient  limitation,  be- 
cause that  was  expired,  and  the  statute  does 
not  warrant  any  abatement  but  by  death. 


Again,  a  man  brought  a  praecipe  upon  the 
ancient  limitation  before  Ascension:  the 
writ  was  abated  by  false  Latin  after  Ascen- 
sion, &c.  The  demandant  prayed  to  have 
another  writ,  and  took  it  freshly  by  journeys 
accounts  within  the  year,  &c.  The  tenant 
pleaded  non -tenure.  The  demandant  should 
not  have  advantage  to  aver  him  tenant  the 
day  of  the  first  writ  by  journeys  accounts,  &c. » 
because  the  first  writ  did  not  abate  by  death, 
and  the  averment  proved  that  he  took  the 
writ  upon  the  ancient  title,  where  the  ancient 
limitation  was  determined,  and  therefore 
without  the  case  of  the  statute.  If  the  writ 
by  journeys  accounts  was  merely  a  continu- 
ance of  the  old  writ,  and  had  the  effect  con- 
tended for,  the  plaintiff  would  in  those  cases 
have  been  protected  from  the  general  enact- 
ment of  the  statute.  The  interpretation 
put  on  this  act  applies  directly  to  the  case 
now  before  the  Court. 

In  the  more  modem  Statute  of  Limi- 
tations, 21  Jac.  1.  c.  16.  8.  4,  it  is  pro- 
vided, that  where  the  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  is  reversed  by  writ  of  error,  and  in 
certain  other  cases,  the  plaintiff  may  bring 
a  new  action  within  one  year  after  the 
reversal,  &c.  It  has  been  determined  under 
this  statute  that  if  a  plaintiff  having  com- 
menced an  action  wiUiin  the  time  limited 
for  that  purpose,  shall  die  before  judgmentt 
his  executors  may  bring  a  fresh  action  within 
a  year  from  the  death  of  the  testator.  The 
case  of  death  is  not  provided  for  by  the  act, 
which  is  confined  to  error,  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, and  outlawry  ;  but  this  has  been 
decided  on  what  is  called  the  equity  of  the 
statute,  from  analogy  to  the  cases  that  are 
expressly  provided  for ;  and  falling  within 
the  same  principle,  which  is  not  a  case  of 
journeys  accounts — Lutwyche^  260;  for  a 
writ  by  journeys  accounts  cannot  be  sued 
out  after  the  death  of  a  sole  plaintiff,  and 
the  doctrine  of  equitable  extension  cannot 
be  applied  to  die  present  act,  for  theie  is 
nothing  on  which  to  found  it. 

Another  objection  was  made  to  the 
writ,  that  it  could  not  be  brought  on  the 
death  of  a  sole  defendant.  There  is  some 
conflict  between  the  authorities  on  this 
point.  It  lA  said  in  Speneer^a  case^  that 
it  lies  not  but  between  diose  that  were 
parties  to  the  first  writ»  as  where  one 
of  the  plaintiffs  or  one  of  the  defendants 
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dies :  and  as  It  clearly  will  not  lie  on  the 
dea£h  of  a  sole  plaintiff,  it  is  not  very  easy 
to  understand  why  a  different  view  should 
be  applied  to  the  case  of  a  sole  defendant. 
In  the  case  of  dower,  Brooke,  *  Joumes  Ac- 
Gomptes/  pi.  13,  it  was  held,  on  the  death  of 
the  tenant,  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  the 
benefit  of  a  writ  of  journeys  accounts ;  and  in 
LuUoyehe,  260jinHaytpard  v.  Kinsey,  it  was 
stated  by  GHbdler,  counsel  for  the  defendant, 
that  the  writ  brought  by  journeys  accounts, 
lies  only  between  the  parties  to  the  first 
writ,  or  some  of  them ;  as  if  one  of  the 
plaintifb  or  one  of  the  defendants  dies ;  but 
in  no  case  where  there  is  only  one  plaintiff 
or  one  defendant,  and  one  or  the  other  dies : 
and  this  appears  to  have  been  admitted  by 
the  Court.  Comyns,  C.B.,  however,  seems  to 
be  of  opinion  that  the  writ  will  lie  in  such 
case ;  and  after  referring  to  the  passage  in 
Lutwyche,  he  cites,  among  other  authorities,  a 
case  in  Leonard,  22,  in  which  it  was  brought, 
apparently  without  objection,  against  the 
heir  of  the  original  defendant.  I  should  not 
therefore  feel  myself  justified  in  ordering 
the  writ  to  be  superseded  on  this  ground, 
and  thereby  putting  an  end  to  the  suit  by  so 
summary  a  mode  of  proceeding. 

With  respect  to  the  other  and  the  principal 
olijection,  I  strongly  incline  to  think  the  writ 
cannot  be  sustained ;  and  if  it  were  neces* 
sary  to  decide  the  question  on  this  motion, 
I  aliould  so  determine.  But  as  the  plaintiff 
would  in  that  case  be  without  remedy,  and 
coqH  not  bring  the  subject  under  the  review 
ef  any  other  tribunal,  I  think  I  ought  not, 
having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  question, 
to  interfere  in  this  stage  of  the  proceedings, 
bnt  leave  the  defendant  to  raise  the  objec- 
tion on  the  record,  in  the  court  in  which 
the  suit  is  now  depending.  It  was  sug- 
gested by  Sir  Thomas  Wilde  at  the  time, 
that  that  could  not  be  done ;  but  he  stated 
no  ground  for  that  opinion,  and  I  see  no 
reason  why  it  cannot  be  raised  upon  the 
roll,  because  it  appears  to  have  been  raised 
in  the  court  below,  in  ahnost  all  the  cases 
which  are  reported  in  Bfo»  Abr»,  and  in 
otheor  cases,  and  in  almost  all  the  questions 
aa  journeys  accounts.  If  Sir  Thomas  Wilde 
can  satisfy  me  it  cannot  be  so  raised,  in  that 
case  I  dwuld  feel  myself  bound  to  decide 
npon  this  motion ;  but  I  think  I  ought  not 
to  decide  it,  considering  the  nature  of  the 
question,  and  the  obscurity  in  which  these 


subjects  are  involved,  which  so  seldom  come 
before  the  Court  in  modem  times.  I  think 
I  ought  not  to  decide  it,  if  it  can  be  put 
upon  the  record,  so  as  to  be  subject  to  the 
review  of  the  ordinary  tribunals.  I  am 
satisfied  this  is  not  properly  a  continuance — 
that  was  the  argument — I  am  satisfied  it  is 
an  indulgence  practised  by  the  common  law 
in  the  nature  of  a  continuance ;  but  not  so 
much  a  continuance  as  to  make  the  one  suit 
a  continuance  of  the  other,  or  as  to  have 
reference  back  to  the  original  writ,  as  form- 
ing one  suit. 


K.  Bruce,  V.C.I    ^„ 

Deck         I     I^BI^RY  ».  WALKER. 

Pauper — PetitioM-^Ordera, 

Apawpernot  allowed  to  present  a  petition 
without  the  sanction  of  his  solicitor. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  cause  sued  in  formd 
pauperis.  According  to  the  old  practice, 
counsel  and  a  six  clerk  had  been  assigned 
him.  A  solicitor  acted  for  him,  and  a  decree 
directing  various  inquiries  had  been  made 
in  the  cause.  This  solicitor  had  also  acted 
for  him  since  the  decree,  and  there  was  no 
order  for  his  change  or  removal. 

The  plaintiff  presented  a  petition  in  the 
cause  without  the  signature  or  authority  of 
his  solicitor,  and  now  appeared  in  person  to 
support  it. 

By  the  16th  New  Order  of  the  26th  of 
October  1842  (2)  it  is  ordered,  that  the 
solicitors  of  the  court,  in  cases  where  the 
parties  sue  or  defend  by  solicitors,  shall 
perform  all  such  duties  as  have  heretofore 
been  performed  by  the  sworn  clerks  and 
waiting  clerks,  as  solicitors  or  agents  of  the 
parties,  in  relation  to  the  several  matters 
thereinafter  mentioned.  One  of  these  mat- 
ters is  the  signing  of  notices  by  paupers. 

On  the  petition  being  opened  by  the 
petitioner, — 

Mr.  Wright  objected  to  his  being  heard, 
on  the  ground  that  the  petition  had  not  been 
signed  by  his  solicitor.  Before  the  New 
Orders  of  October  1842,  it  had  become  the 
settled  practice  that  notices  of  motions  by 
paupers  must  be  signed  by  their  clerks  in 
court — Perry  v.  Walker  (2),  and  the  cases 

(1)  Ord.  Can.212. 

(2)  4  B«ay.  452 ;  8.  c.  11  Law  J.  Rep.  (m.n.) 
Cbano.  51. 
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cited  there.  The  principle  was,  that  a 
pauper  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  appear  at 
his  own  pleasure  in  court,  and  deprive  the 
other  party  of  the  security  he  would  have 
had  in  the  responsibility  of  a  professional 
man  as  to  the  nature  of  the  motion.  The 
same  principle  exactly  applied  to  petitions. 
The  New  Orders  had  substituted  the  soli- 
citor of  the  party  for  the  six  clerk;  and 
there  was  now  a  solicitor  acting  for  the 
plaintiff.  Under  these  circumstances,  the 
plain  tiffcould  not  now  go  on  with  the  petition. 
Mr.  Perry,  the  pauper,  insisted  that  he 
was  entitled  to  be  heard. 

Kkioht  Bruce,  V.C. — The  plaintiff  sues 
in  forma  pauperis — ^a  situation  in  which,  by 
the  laws  of  this  country,  a  party  is  allowed 
certain  advantages,  which  are,  however, 
accompanied  by  labilities  and  disadvantages. 
The  Court  requires  that  notices  of  motions 
shall  be  signed  by  some  authorized  party 
employed  by  the  suitor.  The  practice  is 
founded  on  these  principles — that  the  parties 
are  not  on  an  equal  footing  in  re^rd  to 
pecuniary  considerations ;  and  the  Court 
requires  professional  sanction  to  interlocu- 
tory applications,  in  order  to  guard  against 
useless  litigation,  vexatious  proceedings,  and 
needless  expenditure  of  the  public  time; 
such  sanction  to  be  given  by  a  recognized 
professional  agent  responsible  to  the  Court. 
As  I  understand  the  principles  of  the  cases, 
they  are  as  applicable  to  petitions  as  motions. 
What  is  required  is,  the  sanction  of  a  recog- 
nized professional  agent,  and  whether  that 
sanction  is  given  by  signature  or  otherwise 
can  make  no  difference.  I  have  no  means 
of  knowing  whether  the  points,  made  in  the 
petition,  might  or  might  not  have  been  as 
well  raised  by  motion;  and  it  would  be 
straage  if  I  were  bound  to  attend  to  them 
in  one  form,  and  not  bound  to  do  so  in  the 
pther.  The  question  now  is,  is  the  petitioner 
within  the  rule  ?  He  has  had  counsel  and 
a  six  clerk  assigned  him,  when  that  was 
the  practice  of  the  Court,  and  he  has  had 
the  beneiit  of  them.  If,  but  for  the  New 
Orders  regulating  the  practice  of  the  Court, 
this  application  must  have  been  signed  by  a 
six  clerk,  it  would  be  no  very  just  construc- 
tion of  those  Orders,  to  hold  diat  the  defen- 
dant should  be  deprived  of  that  protection 
which  he  formerly  enjoyed,  without  any  other 
protection  being  substituted.    If  I  held  that 


this  petition  could  be  heard  in  lliis  state,  I 
shotdd,  in  effect,  hold  that  the  defendant 
should  be  deprived  of  such  substituted  pro- 
tection. Taking  these  matters  into  oonsi* 
deration,  and  considering  also  that  at  die 
time  of  the  decree,  and  since  the  decree,  the 
plaintiff  has  been  represented  by  a  solicitor; 
that  such  solicitor  has  appeared  for  him  in 
the  Registrar's  office,  the  Master's  offioe, 
and  in  the  Court ;  that  he  has  not  been  eidier 
dischai^d  by  the  plaintiff,  or  dischatrged  by 
the  Court;  I  must  declare  that  the  petition 
cannot,  in  its  present  state,  be  heard. 


;.22.| 


YOUNG  V.  ENGLISH. 


M.R. 
Nov.  6;  Dec. 

Costs — Solicitor — Lien —  Witness, 


Where  a  replietUumf  filed  to  the  de/en* 
dant's  answery  is  withdrawn^  and  he  is  eX" 
amined  as  a  witness  by  the  plainHfin  the 
causey  his  answer  is  to  be  taken  as  true,  and 
he  is  entitled  to  his  costs  of  the  swU. 

A,  being  entitled  to  a  leasehM  hause^  m 
mortgage  to  B,  with  wham  the  title-deeds  «imI 
indenture  of  lease  had  been  deposited  by  A^ 
induced  B.  to  intrust  him  wUh  the  poeseeeion 
thereof  on  pretence  thai  he  had  an  adpa^h- 
tageous  opportunity  of  selling  the  house,  and 
that  he  wished  to  afford  the  proposed  prn^ 
chaser  an  opportunity  of  examining  the  deeds, 
A,  delivered  the  deeds  to  his  soUdtor  C, 
and  desired  him  to  proceed  to  complete  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  the  house  to  D,  but 
never  disclosed  to  C,  the  means  by  which  he 
obtained  possession  of  the  deeds  t'^Held, 
that  C,  was  entitled  to  claim  a  lien  on  the 
deeds  in  respect  of  his  costs,  relating  to  the 
sale  to  D. 

The  plaintiff  was  equitable  morf^gee,  for 
the  sum  of  800/.  and  interest,  of  a  leasehold 
house  and  premises,  situate  in  6t.  Jiibmv's 
Street,  formerly  known  as  the  St.  James's 
Hotel,  which  were  vested  in  the  defendant 
English,  for  the  residue  of  a  term  of  ymn, 
English,  in  November  1840,  contracted  to 
sell  the  house  and  premises  to  the  fmstees 
of  the  Conservative  Club  for  the  Bum  ^ 
1,150/.,  and  immediately  afterwaids  called 
on  the  defendant  Walker,  and  informed  bim 
that  he  should  require  his  assistance  in  the 
business,  who  thereupon  apprised  English 
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of  the  neoeefiity  oi  having  possession  of  the 
kaee  and  title-deeds  to  enable  him  to  com- 
plete the  contract,  when  English  promised 
to  procure  the  same.  200Z.,  part  of  the 
800/.»  was  paid  by  English  to  the  plaintiff, 
who  remained  a  creditor  of  English's,  for 
the  sum  of  6001.,  and  also  in  respect  of 
wines  and  spirits  supplied  to  English  in  his 
business  of  an  hotel-keeper.  English  ap- 
plied, on  &lse  pretences,  for  a  loan  of  the 
lease  and  title-deeds  for  two  or  three  days 
to  Uie  plaintiff's  agent,  who  placed  them  in 
English's  hands,  on  his  written  undertaking 
to  return  them  within  three  days.  English 
immediately  took  the  deeds  to  the  defendant 
Walker,  who  prepared  an  abstract  of  title  to 
the  leasehold  premises,  and  delirexed  the 
same  to  the  solicitors  of  the  trustees  of  the 
Conservative  Club,  pursuant  to  English's 
directions.  On  the  1 3th  of  November  1840, 
the  plaintiff's  agent  wrote  to  the  defendant 
WaJker,  requiring  an  acknowledgment  of 
his  possession  of  the  deeds,  and  an  imme- 
diate undertaking  for  the  return  thereof  on 
demand,  to  which  the  defendant  Walker 
letnraed  on  unsatisfactory  answer  on  the 
IbUowingday.  English  purposely  misled  the 
defendant  Walker,  by  telling  him  that  he  had 
satisfied  the  pkdntiff,  and  that  he  had  agreed 
with  the  plaintiff  that  the  sale  of  the  premises 
should  be  completed,  English  paying  the 
plaintiff  300L  The  defendant  Walker  pro- 
ceeded to  the  completion  of  the  contract  en- 
tered into  between  English  and  the  trustees  of 
the  Conservative  Club,  without  regard  to  the 
plaintiff's  claim  to  the  deeds  as  such  equit- 
able mortgagee  as  aforesaid.  The  contract 
was  afterwards  completed,  300/.,  part  of  the 
purchase-money,  was  paid  to  English  by 
the  trustees,  the  purchasers,  on  receiving 
the  defendant  Walker's  undertaking  to  de- 
liver the  deeds  to  them  on  the  execution  of 
the  aas^nment  of  the  premises,  which  the 
defendant  Walker  only  agreed  to  upon  the 
assurance  of  English,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
been  previously  arranged  with  and  satisfied 
by  him  $  that  sum  was,  on  receipt  thereof, 
immediately  handed  over  to  the  plaintiff  by 
English,  and  the  purchasers  were  let  into 
poweasion  of  the  premises ;  the  instalments 
«f  800/.  and  6602.  then  remained  to  be  paid 
to  English,  who  subsequently,  on  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  first  of  those  sums,  absconded, 
sad  quitted  the  country,  and  was  afterwards 
made  a  bankrupt.     The  defendant  Walker, 


by  his  answer,  stated,  that  English  was 
indebted  to  him  in  a  considerable  amount 
for  law  charges  and  disbursements,  in  rela- 
tion to  the  said  contract  entered  into  between 
English  and  the  trustees  of  the  Conservative 
Club ;  and  also  in  a  further  sum  for  general 
business  done  by  him,  as  the  attorney  and 
solicitor  of  English,  for  the  whole  of  which 
he  claimed  a  lien  on  the  lease  and  title- 
deeds,  and  on  the  unpaid  portion  of  the 
purchase-money ;  and  he  furdier  stated,  that 
when  the  deeds  were  delivered  to  him  he 
had  no  knowledge  of  the  pre-existing  claim 
of  the  plaintiff,  until  bis  receipt  of  the  letter 
of  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  of  the  13th  of 
November  1840.  The  replication  to  the 
defendant  Walker's  answer  had  been  with- 
drawn, and  the  plaintiff  had  examined  him 
as  a  witness. 

One  of  the  questions  in  the  cause  was, 
whether  the  sum  of  300/.,  received  by  the 
plaintiff  from  English,  ought  not  to  be  car- 
ried to  the  business  account  of  the  plaintiff 
with  English,  in  respect  of  wines  and  spirits 
supplied  to  him  by  the  plaintiff.  The  other 
question  was,  as  to  the  extent  of  the  lien,  if 
any,  claimed  by  the  defendant  Walker  on 
the  indenture  of  lease  and  title-deeds  in  his 
possession. 

For  the  defendant  Walker  it  was  con- 
tended, that  the  plaintiff,  having  examined 
him  as  a  witness,  could  have  no  decree 
against  him ;  that  his  lien  extended  to  his 
general  bill  of  costs  against  English ;  that 
as  regarded  the  300/.  paid  to  the  plaintiff 
by  English,  it  had  clear  reference  to  the 
purchase  transaction,  as  appeared  from  the 
answer  of  Walker,  who  was,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, also  entitled  to  his  costs  of  the 
suit,  and  also  to  a  declaration  in  his  favour 
of  bis  right  to  hold  the  deeds  as  a  lien  for  all 
the  costs  due  to  him  from  English. 

For  the  defendants  the  assignees  of  Eng- 
lish, it  was  contended,  that  the  plaintiff's 
solicitors  were  in  fault,  in  not  having  given 
early  intimation  to  the  purchasers,  the  trus- 
tees of  the  Conservative  Club,  of  the  manner 
in  which  possession  had  been  obtained  by 
English  of  the  title-deeds ;  that  the  principal 
part  of  the  purchase-money  of  1,150/.  had 
reference  to  the  business  and  good-will 
thereof,  and  not  to  the  lease,  which  actually 
expired  in  September  1842. 

For  the  plaintiff,  it  was  ai^ed,  that  he 
was  entitled  to  a  decree  against  the  defen- 
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dant  Walker,  so  far  as  the  decree  was  sup- 
ported by  other  evidence  than  that  given  by 
the  defendant  Walker ;  that  Walker  himself 
asked  for  a  declaration  of  the  Court  in  re- 
spect of  his  lien  for  his  general  bill  of  costs, 
and  therefore  could  not  be  allowed  to  insist 
that  the  plaintiff  should  not  have  a  declara- 
tion of  the  Court  in  his  favour ;  and  if  the 
Court  were  to  make  a  decree,  it  must  be 
according  to  the  evidence  as  it  appeared  in 
the  cause  ;  that  if  the  sale  were  directed  to 
be  completed,  the  plaintiff  could  only  be 
required  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  proceedings 
taken  in  respect  of  it,  and  not  the  costs  in- 
curred in  respect  of  the  defendant  Walker's 
claim  of  a  lien  for  his  general  costs  against 
English. 

The  Master  op  the  Rolls,  previously 
to  the  reply,  observed,  that  the  mortgage  of 
the  plaintiff  was  still  in  existence,  and  must 
be  so  considered  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 

Mr,  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  Bagshawe^ 
for  the  plaintiff,  cited — 

EllU  V.  Deane^  3  Mol.  53. 
Nightingale  v.  Dodd^  Ambl.  683,  and 

note  (1 )  to  that  case. 
DanielVa  Chanc.  Prac,  vol.  2,  p.  451. 
Blunden  v.  Desart,  2  Dru.  &  War.  405. 
Murray  v.  Shadwell^  2  Ves.  &  Bea.  403. 

Mr,  Goodeve,  for  the  defendant  Walker, 
cited  Bernard  y,  Drottght  {I), 

Mr,  G,  Turner  appeared  for  the  trustees 
of  the  Conservative  Club ;  and 

Mr.  Kinderskg,  for  the  assignees  of 
English. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  stating 
the  facts,  said,  that  the  defendant  Walker's 
answer,  under  the  circumstances,  must  be 
taken  as  true ;  and  that  he  was  entitled  to 
his  costs  of  the  suit :  that  it  had  been  con* 
tended  on  his  behalf,  that  he  was  also  enti* 
tied  to  a  lien  on  the  title-deeds  in  his  pos- 
session, as  well  in  respect  of  his  general  costs 
against  the  defendant  English,  as  of  his 
costs  relating  to  the  contract  for  purchase  of 
the  leasehold  premises ;  but  that  he  was  of  opi- 
nion that  the  defendant  Walker  could  claim 
only  a  lien  in  respect  of  his  costs  incurred 
in  and  about  the  contract  for  purchase :  that 


to  allow  the  defendant  Walker  to  extend  his 
lien  to  the  costs  generally  due  to  him  from 
English,  would  be  enabling  him  to  profit  by 
the  fraud  of  his  client  English,  and  that  too 
in  a  case  where  a  little  attention  would  have 
made  him  acquainted  with  all  the  existing 
facts.  His  Lordship  directed  an  account  to 
be  taken  of  what  remained  due  to  the  plain- 
tiff in  respect  of  his  equitable  mortgage,  he 
giving  credit  for  the  sum  of  300/.  paid  to 
him  by  English  in  the  month  of  November 
1840,  and  the  taxation  of  the  defendant 
Walker's  costs  of  the  suit ;  and  ordered,  on 
such  costs  being  taxed  and  paid,  together 
with  the  costs  due  to  him  in  respect  of  the 
contract  and  purchase,  that  the  deeds  be 
delivered  up  by  him  to  the  trustees  of  the 
club. 


M 
Dec 


.R.     \ 

c.  7.   J 


ALCOCK  V,   SLOPER. 


Practice, — Deposit  of  Deeds. 

Certain  deeds  were  ordered  on  decree  to 
be  deposited  in  the  Master* s  office.  A  sup~ 
plemental  bill  having  been  afterwards  fUed, 
it  was  moved,  (all  parties  consenting,)  thai 
other  deeds,  admitted  to  be  in  the  defendant's 
possession,  should  be  deposited  with  the 
Master,  instead  of  with  the  clerk  of  the  re^ 
cords  and  writs;  bvi  the  Court  declined  to 
make  the  order. 

Mr,  Kindersley  moved,  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff,  in  a  supplemental  suit,  that  certain 
deeds  and  documents,  relating  to  an  estate 
the  subject  of  the  suit,  and  admitted  by  the 
defendant  to  be  in  his  custody,  might  be 
deposited  in  the  Master's  office,  instead 
of  being  left  with  the  derk  of  the  records 
and  writs,  under  the  usual  order.  Serial 
deeds  relating  to  the  same  estate  had  beflft 
already  deposited  in  the  Master's  office,  pur- 
suant to  a  decree  of  the  Court  in  the  original 
suit. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  consented  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant ;  but — 

The  Master  op  the  Rolls,  after  observ- 
ing that  he  saw  no  reason  for  any  variation 
from  the  ordinary  practice,  refused  the 
motion* 


(1)  11»ol.88. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM.  1843. 
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THOMAS  V.  GWYN. 


M.R. 
Dec.  7. 

Infant — Guardian — Orders — 2nd  of  Ge- 
neral Orders  oflUh  April  1 842 — Answer. 

Where  the  practice  requires  a  solicitor  to 
he  appointed  as  guardian  to  put  in  the  answer 
of  an  infant  defendant,  the  Court  will  ap^ 
point  a  solicitor  of  its  own  nomination. 

Mr.  Piggoft  moved  in  this  case,  under  the 
2nd  of  the  General  Orders  of  the  llth  of 
April  1842(1),  that  A.  B,  a  solicitor  not 
interested  in  the  cause,  might  be  appointed 
the  guardian  of  J.  T,  an  infant  defendant,  for 
the  purpose  of  putting  in  his  answer.  The 
in&nt  had  speared,  and  service  of  the  pre- 
sent notice  of  motion  had  been  made  on  the 
mother  of  the  infant,  with  whom  he  was 
living.  The  time  for  answering  had  expired ; 
the  &ther  of  the  infant  had  recently  died ; 
and  there  was  no  testamentary  guardian. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  would, 
out  of  court,  appoint  a  solicitor  of  his  own 
nomination  as  guardian,  to  put  in  the  infant's 
answer. 


M 

Dec 


.R.     \ 

c,8.    J 


8IMP80K  r.  BARTON.* 


Contempt — 1  WiU.  4.  c.  86.  *.  15. — 
Time. 

The  2nd  rule  of  ike  \^th  section  of  the  act 
1  Wm.  4.  c.  36,  was  intended  for  the  benefit 
of  ike  plaintiff;  and  the  twenty-eight  days 
herein  mentioned  is  not  extended  by  the  ISth 
rule ;  and  the  plaintiff  need  not  watt  till  the 
expiration  of  two  calendar  months  before 
Mnging  up  a  defendant  in  contempt^  for  the 
purpose  of  having  the  bill  taken  pro  confesso 
against  him. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  in  this 
case,  that  the  2nd  rule  of  the  15  th  section  of 
the  act  1  Will.  4.  c.  36,  was  intended  for  the 
benefit  of  the  plaintiff;  that  by  the  Idth 
rule  of  that  section,  it  was  not  intended  to 
extend  the  twenty-eight  days  mentioned  in 
the  2nd  rule ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  need  not 
wait  until  the  expiration  of  two  calendar 
months  before  bringing  up  the  defendant,  a 

(1)  Ord.  Can.  197. 
*  £x  relatione. 


prisoner  in  contempt  for  not  answering,  for 
the  purpose  of  having  the  bill  taken  pro 
confesso  against  him. 

Mr,  Elderton  moved  in  this  case  to  take 
the  bill  pro  cortfesso. 


WlORAM 

Nov 


AM,V.C.\ 
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JOHNSON  V,  JOHNSON. 


fVill—1  Vict.  c.  26,  Construction  of— 
Devisee  dying  in  lifetime  of  Testator  leaving 
Issue, 

The  testator^  by  his  vnll,  gave  to  his  son 
Michael,  estate  A ;  to  his  son  Henry,  estate 
B ;  and  to  his  son  Edmund,  estate  C.  Mi" 
chael  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator, 
leaving  issue,  and  by  his  will  devised  and 
bequeathed  all  his  real  and  personal  pro^ 
perty  upon  certain  trusts : — Held,  tkat  the 
SSrd  section  of  1  Vict.  c.  26.  saved  the  de^ 
vise  to  the  devisee  himself,  and  not  to  his  issue 
independently  of  him;  and  therefore,  the 
benefits  given  to  Michael  under  the  will  of 
his  father,  were  operated  upon  and  passed 
by  the  will  of  Michael  in  the  same  way  as  if 
he  had  survived  the  testator;  the  fiction  tn- 
trodueed  by  the  SSrd  section  being  intended 
to  apply  to  the  other  clauses  of  the  act. 

RobertJohnson,thetestator,byhis  will  gave 
as  follows :  "As  concerning  all  that  my  mes- 
suage at  M,  I  give  and  devise  the  same,  sub- 
ject to  any  sum  ofmoney  thatmaybe  charged 
thereon  (if  any),  at  the  time  of  my  decease, 
unto  my  son,  Michael  P.  Johnson,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  for  ever.  And  as  and  concern- 
ing the  messuage  wherein  I  now  dwell,  &c., 
I  give  and  devise  the  same  unto  my  son, 
Henry  Johnson,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  sub- 
ject, nevertheless,  to  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions upon  which  I  hold  the  same.  And  as 
and  concerning  all  those  five  messuages  at 
L,  with  the  appurtenances,  I  give  and  de*- 
vise  the  same  unto  my  son,  Edmund  John- 
son, his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever.  And  as 
and  concerning  my  household  goods,  &c., 
and  all  other  my  personal  estate,  not  before 
disposed  of,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  same, 
and  every  part  thereof,  unto  my  sons,  Mi- 
chael P.  Johnson,  Henry  Johnson,  and 
Edmund  Johnson,  to  be  divided  between 
them,  share  and  share  alike,  subject  to  the 
payment  thereout  of  all  my  just  debts,"  &c. 


80 


COURTS  OF  CilANCERY  : 


And  the  testator  appointed  his  said  three 
sons  joint  executors  of  his  will. 

The  testator  died  on  the  29th  of  August 
1842,  and  his  will  was  proved  hy  Henry 
Johnson  and  Edmund  Johnson.  Michael  P. 
Johnson  died  in  July  1842,  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator,  leaving  his  widow,  the  defen- 
dant, Frances  Johnson,  enceinte  of  the  infant 
defendant,  Frances  Payne  Johnson,  and,  by 
his  will,  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  real 
and  personal  estate  to  lus  widow,  upon  cer- 
tain trusts,  &c. 

The  question  was,  whether,  by  force  of 
the  statute  1  Vict.  c.  26.  ss.  3,  24,  33,  the 
devise  and  bequest  to  Michael,  under  the 
will  of  his  father,  took  effect ;  and,  secondly, 
if  it  did,  whether  the  estate  so  given  was 
operated  upon  by  the  will  of  Michael. 

Mr,  Romilly  and  Mr,  Rolt,  for  the  plain- 
tifib,  Henry  and  Edmund  Johnson,  con- 
tended, that  the  share  given  to  Michael  P. 
Johnson  by  the  will  of  his  father  had  lapsed ; 
and  that  if  it  were  not  lapsed,  it  would  de- 
volve upon  the  issue,  and  could  not  be  ope- 
rated upon  by  the  will  of  Michael. 

Mr,  Walker  and  Mr,  Weld,  for  the  widow 
and  executor  of  Michael  P.  Johnson,  con- 
tended, that  the  portion  given  by  the  father's 
will  became  to  aJl  intents  and  purposes  the 
property  of  their  testator,  so  as  to  pass  by 
his  will.  The  act  did  not  require  that  the 
issue  should  be  bom  at  the  time  of  the  tes- 
tator's death. 

Mr,  K,  Parker  and  Mr,  Bacon^  for  the 
infant,  Frances  P.  Johnson,  contended,  that 
she  took  by  substitution  for  her  father ;  that  as 
the  bequest,  by  the  late  statute,  was  directed 
to  take  effect  as  though  the  death  of  the 
legatee  had  happened  after  the  testator's 
decease,  it  must  take  effect  in  favour  of  the 
legatee's  issue. 

WiGRAM,  V.C. —  Independently  of  the 
point  raised  upon  the  3rd  and  24th  sectionSi 
I  do  not  think  it  possible  to  raise  a  question 
upon  the  construction  of  the  act.  If  you 
tiJLe  the  words  of  the  act  independently  of 
the  consequences,  and  distinguish  them,U)ey 
will  not  be  found  so  unreasonable  as  to  raise 
a  doubt  upon  Xkmr  primd  facie  effect.  It  is 
highly  probable  that  afather  may  mean  to  give 
a  provision  to  each  of  his  children  who  may 
survive  him,  or  who,  dying  in  hislifetime,  may 
leave  a  family  alive  at  his  (the  testator's) 
death.  Ifanyofhisehildrenleavesafionilyto 


be  provided  for,  he  may  mean  to  give  to  auch 
child  the  power  of  regulating  between  the 
members  of  his  family  what  they  should 
take,  just  as  he  would  have  done  had  he 
survived  the  testator.  That  is  a  rational  and 
probable  purpose ;  so  that  the  mere  fact  of 
a  child  dying  in  his  lifetime  shall  not  prevent 
him  from  regulating  the  mode  in  which  his 
children  should  take.  The  words  of  the 
33rd  section  are,  "  that  such  devise  or  be- 
quest shall  not  lapse.*'  If  the  section  bad 
stopped  there,  it  might  have  been  open  to 
argument  what  was  its  meaning.  But  even 
then  I  should  have  said  that  it  was  obviously 
intended  to  carry  out  the  intention  which  I 
have  supposed.  But  the  act  goes  on  to  say^ 
that  the  bequest  "  shall  take  effect" ;  thus 
affirmatively  expressing  what  was  meant  by 
the  enactment  that  the  devise  should  not 
lapse ;  because  it  says,  that  the  intention  of 
the  testator  himself  shall  take  effect  in  the 
same  manner  as  though  the  legatee  had  died 
immediately  after  the  death  of  the  testator. 
It  comes  to  this,  then,  that  this  bequest  itself 
to  the  son  is  to  take  effect  as  if  the  son  had 
died  after  the  testator.  The  next  question 
is,  as  to  the  consequences  of  this ;  which  are 
the  same  as  if  the  law  was  to  be  applied  to 
a  case  where,  independently  of  tlus  act,  a 
person  to  whom  the  estate  devolved  had 
happened  to  die  immediately  after  the  death 
of  the  other ;  and  the  testamentary  power 
would  attach,  subject  to  a  question  which  ia 
raised  in  argument  upon  the  24th  clause, 
whether  that  clause,  stating  that  the  will 
shall  operate  from  his  own  death,  will  make 
it  operate  on  property  which  he  acquires  in 
this  way ;  and  which  again  depends  on  this, 
whether  the  property  described  in  the  3xd 
clause  is  property  upon  which  it  will  attach* 

November  13.— Wigram,  V.C. — I  stated 
my  opinion,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  argu- 
ment, to  be,  that,  upon  the  construction  of 
the  38rd  section  of  the  act,  taken  alone,  a 
legatee  within  that  section  would  take  the 
same  provision  under  his  father's  will,  and 
the  same  powers  as  incident  to  his  property, 
as  he  would  have  done  had  he  actually 
survived  the  testator ;  and  that  it  was  not 
intended  that  the  issue  of  the  legatee  should 
take  the  bequest  independently  of  him.  The 
existence  of  the  issue  appears  to  me  to  have. 
been  the  motive  of  the  provisions  Of  the 
legislature,  but  not  the  object.  It  was  signed 
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for  the  issue,  that  if  this  proposition  were 
correct,  yet  in  other  respects  it  was  incor- 
rect, so  far  as  it  gave  the  legatee  a  testa- 
mentary power  over  his  legacy.  In  support 
of  this  argatnent,  it  was  said,  that  the  3rd 
section  of  the  act  empowered  parties  to  dis^ 
pose  liy  will  of  such  interests  as  they  had  at 
the  time  of  their  natural  death;  but  it  could 
not  be  construed  to  extend  to  property  which 
did  not  accrue  to  them  until  after  their 
natural  death.  Without  admitting  that  the 
words  of  the  3rd  section,  taken  alone,  do  not 
sufficiently  describe  a  future  accruing  inter- 
est like  that  under  consideration,  I  think, 
upon  the  construction  of  the  whole  act,  a 
testamentary  power  over  the  estate  was  given 
to  the  legatee.  The  3rd  and  24th  sections 
make  the  will  speak  from  the  death  of  the 
testator;  and  the  33rd  section,  under  the 
circumstances  contemplated  by  that  section, 
in  effect  says,  that  the  child  of  the  testator 
shall  be  taken  to  have  died  upon  a  day  later 
than  bis  natural  death.  Being  of  opinion 
that  the  intention  of  the  33rd  section  is  that 
which  I  have  before  expressed,  I  have  no 
doubt  of  the  propriety  of  extending  the  fic- 
tion introduced  by  the  SSrd  section  to  the 
other  clauses  of  the  act.  It  occurred  to  me 
during  tbe  argument,  that  the  construction 
which  I  ought  to  put  upon  the  act  might  be 
alfected  by  the  cases  of  Daniel  v.  Dudley 
(1)  and  PaUn  v.  Hills  (2),  and  cases  of  that 
class.  They  are  cases  in  which  a  testator 
has  in  terms  declared,  that  a  legacy  dven 
by  his  wi8,  in  cas^  of  the  death  of  the 
legate,  shall  go  to  the  executors  and  admi- 
mtMom,  or  to  the  personal  representatives 
«f  ^t  legatee ;  so  that,  in  a  sense,  he  had 
provided  agtost  a  lapse.  On  referring  to 
the'taitc^,  htywever,  ft  appears  to  me,  that 
the  Court  has  gone  entirely  upon  the  proba- 
bility'cif  an  jnfiention  to  be  attributed  to  the 
testdttyr->-^where  in  terms  he  has  given  the 
legacy,  in  the  events  I  have  supposed,  not 
to  a  '^i^krty  himself,  but  to  the  representatives 
of  that  p&rty;  and  not,  as  in  this  case,  where 
0ie  leg^y  is  expressly  saved  to  the  party 
tthsetf.  I  tSiought  it  right  to  see  those 
cues,' that  it  might  not  be  supposed  that  I 
had  overlooked  them.  I  think  that,  fbr  all 
purposes,  the  fiction  introduced  by  the  33rd 

(1)  IPhU,  1. 

{2;  1  Mvl.  &  K.470i  8.C.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  (N.a.) 
ChflM.  142. 
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section,  as  to  the  time  of  the  party's  deathj 
was  intended  to  apply  to  all  cases  of  testa- 
mentary disposition. 


ATTORNEY  GENERAL  V. 
PAR6ETER. 


Charity — Inf&muUion^^Charity  Estat^^^ 
Breach  of  Trust — Husbandry  Lease^  Con^ 
siruction — Costs. 

In  1695,  certain  charity  lands,  situate  in 
a  mining  district,  were  demised  by  trustees 
for  a  term  of  200  years,  at  a  fixed  annual 
rent  oflAL  3*.  No  other  consideration  was 
paid,  and  there  was  no  surrender  of  any 
former  lease,  neither  did  the  lessee  subject 
himself  to  any  obligations  to  build  or  expend 
money  on  the  land ;  but  he  covenanted  to  pay 
the  reserved  rent,  to  keep  the  buildings  and 
fences  in  good  and  tenantable  repair,  and  to 
use  upon  the  premises  the  hay,  ^c,  and  the 
soil  and  compost  which  arose  thereon,  and  to 
manure  the  premises  in  a  good  and  husbandly 
manner.  There  was  an  exception  in  the 
grant  of  the  mines  and  quarries  of  coals^ 
ironstone,  and  other  stone  and  minerals,  with 
liberty  for  the  trustees  to  search  and  get  the 
same ;  and  also  an  exception  of  the  game, 
with  liberty  for  three  of  the  trustees  and  their 
servants  to  hawk  and  hunt  upon  the  premises. 
The  founder  of  the  charity,  by  his  will,  dated 
in  the  year  1671,  devised  the  demised  lands 
to  certain  persons,  in  trust  for  charitable  pur- 
poses, whom  he  called  in  his  will  "feoffees, 
instead  of  devisees  or  trustees.  On  a  painted 
portrait  of  the  founder,  suspended  in  the 
dining-room  of  the  hospital,  the  date  of  which 
did  not  satisfactorily  appear,  was  the  follow- 
ing inscription,  in  gold  letters  : — "  It  is  my 
will  and  earnest  desire,  that  you  suffer  not, 
through  any  neglect  or  unfaithfulness,  this 
house,  or  the  means  thereunto  settled  in  you, 
to  bedisposed  of  otherwise  than  is  expressed  in 
the  settlement  thereof.**  In  the  lease,  the  de- 
fHsees  were  described  as  "  trustees  or  feoffees," 
or  "feoffees  or  trustees" : — Heldythat  the  grant 
of  the  lease  was  a  breach  of  trust,  and  must 
be  set  aside ;  but  the  account,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, was  directed  to  be  taken  only 
from  the  filing  of  the  information. 

Held,  also,  that  the  defendant  must  pay 
the  costs    of   the   information,    application 
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having  been  made  to  himy  previously  to  the 
institution  thereof  j  to  consent  to  the  cancelling 
of  the  existing  lease^  and  the  acceptance  of  a 
new  lease  at  a  fair  rent,  which  was  declined 
by  him, 

Semble — If  the  lease  had  been  granted 
according  to  the  mode  of  letting  adopted  and 
acted  upon  by  the  trustees  at  the  date  of  the 
lease f  a  custom  could  not  have  been  considered 
to  have  been  established  which  would  have 
justified  the  trustees  in  alienating  the  charity 
estate,  by  granting  leases  similar  to  the  one 
in  question. 

The  information  was  filed  by  the  Attorney 
General,  at  the  relation  of  Lord  Foley  and 
other  persons,  as  trustees  of  the  charity  in 
this  case,  against  Thomas  Pargeter,  to  set 
aside  a  lease  of  charity  lands,  granted  in 
1695,  for  a  period  of  200  years,  to  a  Mr. 
Parkes,  and  which  had,  for  some  time  past, 
been  vested  in  the  defendant.  The  charity 
was  founded  in  the  year  1671}  by  Thomas 
Foley,  who,  by  his  will,  dated  in  the  month 
of  January  1671 ,  devised  and  bequeathed  to 
Robert  Foley,  and  to  the  testator's  three 
sons,  Thomas  Foley,  Paul  Foley,  and  Philip 
Foley,  and  to  William  Joliff  and  divers 
other  persons,  **  All  that  house,  school,  or 
hospital  that  he  had  lately  built  near  Stour« 
bridge,  in  the  county  of  Worcester,  and 
which  was  then  inhabited  by  sixty  poor 
boys,  and  all  buildings,  courts,  curtilages, 
and  gardens  nigh  or  adjoining  thereunto, 
and  the  whole  parcel  of  land  on  part  whereof 
the  same  house,  school,  or  hospital,  build- 
ings, courts,  curtilages,  and  ^utlens  then 
stood,  or  were  made  or  built,  and  all  mes- 
suages, lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments 
in  the  parish  of  Old  Swinford  and  Dudley, 
which  were  not  by  him  settied  on  his  eldest 
son  Thomas,  upon  his  marriage,  and  all 
that  his  manor  of  Pedmore,  in  the  county 
of  Worcester,  and  all  his  other  messuages, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  what- 
soever in  the  parish  of  Pedmore,  and  all  his 
messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  heredita- 
ments then  in  the  occupation  of  Francis 
Hill  and  William  Lowe,  or  either  of  them, 
their  or  either  of  their  under-tenants  or 
under-tenant,  assigns  or  assign,  and  situate  in 
the  parish  of  Hales  Owen,  in  the  county  of 
Worcester."  The  testator  then  bequeathed 
to  the  same  trustees, "  all  his  leases  of  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments  in  the  parish 


of  Old  Swinford,  and  also  all  the  sum  of 
2,000^.,  to  be  paid  within  one  year  after  his 
decease,  and  as  soon  as  might  be,  to  be  laid 
out  in  the  purchase  to  them,  or  the  survivors 
of  them,  and  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever, 
of  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  of 
as  good  yearly  value,  and  within  as  few 
miles  of  the  said  school  or  hospital,  as  might 
be  well  procured.  And  his  will  was,  that 
all  such  lands,  tenements,  and  heredita- 
ments, as  should  be  therewith  so  pur- 
chased, as  also  all  and  every  the  manor, 
messuages,  houses,  lands,  tenements,  an- 
nuities, or  rents,  leases,  and  hereditamentSi 
which  he  gave  and  bequeathed  to  the  seve- 
ral persons  thereinbefore  named,  and  to 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  or  otherwise  as  afore- 
said, should  for  ever  thereafter  be  employed 
as  well  unto  and  for  such  maintenance  and 
education  and  placing  forth  sixty  poor  boys, 
and  in  such  manner  as  he  should  direct  for 
the  maintaining,  educating,  and  placing  fortii 
of  the  same  poor  boys,  the  repairing  the  said 
house,  school,  or  hospital,  and  other  build- 
ings by  him  given  and  bequeathed  as  therein 
mentioned,  and  the  ordering  and  managing 
of  the  said  manor,  messuages,  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments,  and  all  matters 
tiiem  concerning ;  and  in  all  cases  wherein 
his  directions  should  fail,  his  will  was,  that 
all  the  matters  concerning  the  premises 
should  be  from  time  to  time  ordered  by  and 
at  the  discretion  of  the  aforesaid  several 
persons,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  or  the  major 
part  oi  them,  for  the  better  and  continual 
maintaining  and  educating  the  aforesaid  poor 
boys  in  the  aforesaid  house,  school,  or  hos- 
pital, and  placing  forth  of  the  same  boys,  at 
such  times  as  they  should  be  therefore  fit. 
And  his  will  and  desire  was,  that  the  said 
feoffees,  when  their  number  should  be  les- 
sened or  decreased  to  fifteen  or  under  that, 
then  the  surviving  feoffees,  or  the  greater 
number  of  them,  should  elect  or  choose 
others,  whom  they  should  think  fit  or  most 
meet  for  the  office,  from  the  towns  and 
parishes  that  the  deceased  died  out  of  and 
were  chosen  for :  provided  always,  and  his 
meaning  was,  that  the  heirs  male  of  his 
aforesaid  three  sons,  Thomas,  Paul,  and 
Philip  Foley,  should  for  ever  succeed  and 
continue  to  he  feoffees  therein,  to  all  intents 
and  purposes." 

The  testator  died  about  the  year  1677. 

Part  of  the  premises  devised  to  the  trus- 
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tees,  called  the  Oldnall  estate,  which  con- 
aiated  of  about  twenty-eight  acres,  and  a 
hooae  and  pcemises  in  the  pariah  of  Halea 
Owen,  in  the  county  of  Worcester,  was  spe- 
eifieally  described  in  the  will.  The  trustees, 
after  the  death  of  the  testator,  entered  into 
possession.  The  first  appointment  of  new 
trustees  took  place  in  the  year  1683.  C^ 
the  28th  of  September  1695,  the  new  trus- 
tees granted  a  lease  (which  waa  now  sought  to 
be  set  aside)  to  Mr.  Parkes,  by  the  description 
of  William  Parkes,  of  Oldnall,  in  the  parish 
of  Hales  Owen,  in  the  county  of  Worcester, 
naflw,  of  the  messuages  or  tenements  and 
hmda  situate  in  the  parish  of  Hales  Owen, 
and  thereinbefore  particularly  described,  ex- 
eeptuig.  however,  ^of  mich  demioe  a  ban.. 
eoBtaining  three  bays,  with  the  Ibld-yard 
thereto  adjoining,  then  lately  in  the  occu- 
pation of  Geoige  Elcock,  and  then  in  the 
occupation  of  John  Hill ;  and  excepting  a 
paioel  of  land  called  the  New  Innage,  with 
that  part  of  the  shop  or  close  whereon  stood 
some  shopa  then  lately  re-built  by  the  said 
John  Hill,  and  then  also  in  his  possession, 
all  of  which  last-mentioned  premises  were 
theietofbre  reckoned  as  part  of  the  said  lands 
mentioned  to  be  by  the  lease  demised  to  the 
said  William  Parkes,  and  had  been  then 
lately  divided  or  separated  by  agreement 
between  William  Parkes  and  John  Hill ;  and 
also  excepting,  in  manner  therein  mentioned, 
all  trees,  and  all  mines  and  minerals,  and 
gameinoruponthepsemises;  tohaveandto 
hM  all  the  said  premises  therein  mentioned 
to  be  thereby  demised,with  theappurtenances, 
(except  as  belbre  excepted,)  unto  the  said 
Williaaa  Parkes,  his  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns,  from  the  date  thereof  unto 
the  end  of  the  term  of  200  years  from  thenoe 
next  enaiiing  and  fully  to  be  complete  and 
ended,  yielding  and  pa3dng  therefore  from 
thenceforth,  at  or  in  the  hall  of  the  said 
house,  or  school,  or  hospital,  the  yearly  sum 
of  14^.  3s.,  on  the  29th  of  September  and 
en  the  26th  of  March  in  every  year,  by  even 
and  equal  portions.  Then  followed  a  pro- 
viso, "  that  the  said  William  Parkes.  cove- 
nanted and  granted  to  the  feoffees,  or  to  the 
govemoKSy  and  their  heirs  and  assigns,  that 
he  would  pay  the  said  yearly  rent  of  the  pre- 
mises at  the  days  before  appointed;  and 
that  he,  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  should  and  would  maintaan  and  keep 
all  the  buildings,  hedges,  fences,  and  mounds 


(^  or  bel(Higing  to  the  premises,  or  any  part 
thereof,  in  good  and  tenantable  repair,  and 
also  would,  from  time  to  time  during  the  term, 
spend  and  use  all  the  hay,  straw,  and  fodder 
that  should  be  thither  brought  from  other 
place  or  places,  and  also  all  the  dung,  soil, 
and  compost  which  should  thereupon  come, 
arise,  or  be  made  upon  the  premises,  and 
from  time  to  time  use,  manure,  and  employ 
all  and  every  the  premises  in  good  and  hus- 
bandly manner." 

The  fiither  of  the  defendant,  in  1767, 
became  the  purchaser  of  a  portion  of  the 
interest  in  the  estate  in  question,  and  in 
1786  became  the  purchaser,  for  valuable 
eonsideration^  of  the  remaining  interest  in 
the  lease ;  and  from  that  time  the  father  of 
the  defendant,  or  the  defendant  claiming 
under  him,  bad  been  in  the  undisturbed  en- 
joyment of  the  property.  The  }»resent  annual 
vidue  of  the  premises  appeared  from  the  evi^ 
dence  to  be  about  $0L  to  let ;  but  if  there 
were  mines  of  coal,  &c.  thereunder,  the 
value  to  let  would  be  considerably  dimi- 
nished. The  testator,  Thomas  Foley,  in 
1672,  demised  a  mansion-house  and  lands, 
situate  near  the  charity  premises,  containing 
upwards  of  220  acres,  to  Samuel  Whyle,  for 
200  years,  at  an  aimual  rent  of  50L  2s,  And 
the  trustees  afterwards  granted  other  leases 
of  other  parts  of  the  charity  land  to  other 
persons,  fcHr  200  years  and  for  longer  terms, 
at  fixed  rents.  Amongst  other  deeds  exe- 
cuted by  the  trustees,  Siere  was  one  dated 
in  the  year  1731,  in  which  was  contained  a 
recital,  that  it  had  been  agreed  that  no  lease 
should  at  any  time  thereafter  be  made  to 
any  person,  of  any  of  the  charity  lands  or 
{Hremises,  for  any  longer  term  than  twenty 
years  absolutely,  or  ninety-nine  yeKrs  de- 
terminable on  the  deaths  of  one,  two,  or  three 
persons  therein  named,  at  the  most,  and 
commencing  from  the  making  of  such 
lease. 

On  a  picture,  being  a  portrait  of  the 
founder,  suspended  in  the  dining-room  of 
the  hospital  at  Old  Swinford,  was  the  fol- 
lowing inscription,  in  gold  letters : — **  It  is 
my  will  and  earnest  desire  that  you  suffer 
not,  through  any  neglect  or  unfrdthfulnessi 
this  house,  or  the  means  thereunto  settled 
in  yoU|  to  be  disposed  of  otherwise  than  is 
expressed  in  the  settlement  thereof."  Below 
the  name  of  the  painter  was  the  date  of 
1670.     The  inscription  appeared  to  be  in- 
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dependent  as  well  of  the  painter's  name  or 
date  as  of  the  picture. 

By  a  deed,  dated  the  5th  of  May  1694,  a 
person  of  the  name  of  Cook  conveyed  sixty- 
five  acres  of  land,  closely  adjoining  the  land, 
in  lease  for  200  years,  in  consideration  of 
VJts*  Sd,  an  acre.  By  another  deed,  dated 
the  7  th  of  May  1 694,  forty  acres  of  land  were 
conveyed  for  the  stun  of  44/.,  and  which 
were  situate  within  700  yards  of  the  land  in 
question,  for  200  years.  By  deed  of  the 
24.th  of  January  1680,  eighty-three  acres  of 
land  were  leased  for  twenty-one  years,  at 
40/.  per  annum ;  and  that  land  was  within 
500  yards  of  the  land  in  lease.  Other  deeda^ 
to  a  similar  effect,  were  also  adduced  as  evir 
dence  for  the  defendant.  Numerous  witnesses' 
deposed  to  the  fact  of  part  of  the  premises 
in  question  being  covered  with  briarS}  bram*^ 
bles,  and  underwood,  and  that  pits  had  been 
sunk  and  mines  of  coal  were  being  worked 
in  a  field  within  a  distance  of  137  yards  from 
the  premises  in  question ;  and  that,  accord* 
ing  to  the  best  of  their  judgment,  strata  of 
coal  were  lying  under  the  Oldnall  estaten 
None  of  the  depositions  proved  a  knowledge 
of  the  picture,  on  the  part  of  any  of  the  wit- 
nesses, extending  beyond  the  last  fifty  years* 
during  which  time  it  had  been  suspended  in 
the  dining-room  of  the -hospital  at  Ohl 
Swinford. 

Mr,  Kindersletf  and  Mr,  Spurrier^  in 
support  of  the  information. — The  lease  is  a 
husbandry  lease,  and  upon  the  face  of  it  not 
a  provident  management  of  the  charity  estate 
by  the  trustees ;  and  if  that  be  considered 
as  not  quite  conclusive,  the  onus  lies  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  to  shew  that  the  grant 
of  the  lease  was  not  an  improvident  manage-r 
ment  of  the  charity  property.  In  TheAttOT'^ 
n/gy  General  v.  Greea{l),  the  lease  was  for 
999  years,  at  a  fixed  ren^  and  the  value  was 
proved  to  be  worth  threefold  the  then  vaiue^ 
The  lessee  there  also  covenanted  to  lay  out 
not  less  than  500/.  in  repairs;  and  Lord 
Eldon,  in  that  case,  says,  *Mt  is  impossible 
that  a  person  taking  in  good  faith  would  take 
such  a  lease  as  that.  The  difficulty  is,  how< 
to  give  a  person  not  taking  in  good  faith  the 
benefit  of  that  situation.'*  In  The  Attorney 
General  v.  Oweu(j2),  it  was  decidedi  that  a 
long  husbandry  lease  of  a  chanty  estate  could 


(1)  6  Ves.462. 
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not  stand  without  proof  of  considenidon, 
shewing  that  it  was  fair  and  reasonable,  and 
for  the  benefit  of  the  charity.  In  TheAUor* 
ney  General  v.  Griffith  (3),  a  long  lease  of  a 
chanty  estate,  granted  in  1760,  was  set  aside 
as  a  breach  of  trust,  with  costs,  and  the  ac- 
count was  directed  to  be  confined  to  the  time 
of  filing  the  information ;  and  it  wae  there 
held,  that  a  long  lease  was  always  to  be 
presumed  to  be  an  improvident  management 
of  an  estate,  unless  the  contrary  was  proved* 
The  case  of  The  Attorney  General  v.  Lerd 
Hotham(^)  confirms  the  principle  on  which 
the  Courts  proceed,  vie.  that  Icmg  leases  aee 
loQ^rovident  and  unreasonable,  and  cannofc 
stand  from  their  very  nature ;  and  that  the 
onus  of  proving  that  the  lease  ought  to  stand 
ia  on  the  defendant.  In  Ex  parte  Berkhamp^ 
stead  Free  School{^\  the  intimati<m  of  Lc«d 
Eldon  clearly  was,  that  whether  tnisleea  had 
or  had  not  an  express  power,  the  Court  would 
controul  them,  if  they  were  acting  aocordini; 
to  the  letter  of  the  express  power ;  and  if 
there  bad  been  an  improvident  dealing  with 
the  charity  lands*  the  Court  would  not  allow 
it  to  stand.  It  will  be  said^  on  the  olhev 
side,  that  the  evidence  adduced  ehewa  a 
strong  reason  to  believe  that  eoals  and  olay 
were  to  be  found  under  the  premises  ccmr^ 
prised  in  the  lease ;  and  that  the  grant  ofso 
long  a  term  as  200  yeara,  was  oodj^a  luv 
considemtion  for  the  probable  injury  at  some 
fiiture  period  to  the  surface  of  the  land  by 
the  getting  of  the  coal  and  di^ ;  but  eves  if 
8O4  the  defendant  must  satisfy  the  CouiC 
that  the  increased  duration  of  the  lease  be-* 
yond  the  ordinary  period  of  twenty-one  years 
was  to  be  taken  as  a  compensation  fyr  such 
possible  injiuy ;  and  must  further  shew  that 
such  increased  duratioii  constituted  no  more 
than  a  fur  and  proper  compensation  to  the 
lessee  for  the  injury  that  he  might  possibly 
sustain;  and  he  must  also  shew  that  the 
mode  of  awarding  compensation  was  a  proper 
mode,  and  a  provident  dealing  with  the  oha^ 
rity  property.  But  this  the  defendant  has 
not  even  attempted  to  do.  Then,  previously 
to  the  filing  of  the  information,  an  offer  was 
made  to  the  defendant  to  grant  him  a  new 
lease  of  the  demised  lands  for  twenty-one 
years,  which  he  declined  to  accept.  The 
informant,  therefore,  in  the  due  discharge  of 

(S)  18Ve8.565. 
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his  duty,  asks  for  that  relief  which  he  is 
entitled  to,  according  to  the  settled  principles 
of  tiie  Court,  and  with  costs. 

Mr.  Pembertan  Leigh,  Mr.  O.  Turner^ 
and  Mr.  Harttood,  for  the  defendant.— The 
question  is,  whether  in  the  year  1842,  in 
the  absence  of  all  positive  knowledge  on 
the  p«t,  either  of  the  informant,  or  the 
trustees,  or  the  defendant,  of  the  droum- 
staaees  under  which  the  lease  in  question 
was  granted,  tlie  Court,  at  the  instance  of 
the  successors  of  those  trastees  who  made 
the  lease,  wiU  now  set  aside  that  instrument 
winch  lias  lasted,  without  impeachment,  for 
a  period  of  150  years.  The  lease  did  not 
escape  ti&e  attention  of  those  whose  duty  it 
wss  to  investigate  the  circumstances  affect- 
ing it;  for  the  trustees,  in  the  year  1731, 
thought  there  were  grounds  upon  wliich  they 
eoald  set  aside  the  lease,  but  they  did  not 
think  fit  to  take  proceedings  to  have  it  set 
aside ;  and  the  &ir  presumption  therefore  is, 
that  the  lease  was  a  proper  one  at  the  time 
it  was  granted;  and  the  trustees  must  fix 
ihe  person  claiming  under  a  lease  of  this 
kind  as  a  purchaser,  with  notice  that  the 
lease  was  an  improvident  one.  The  obser- 
vations of  Lord  Eldon  in  The  AUomey  QtH' 
eml  V.  BcLchhouae  (6)  are  strongly  in  the 
deibndant's  fhvour,  where  he  says,  '*  I  am 
not  aware  of  any  case  that  has  gone  the 
length  of  saying,  that  a  purchaser  of  a  lease 
is  to  take  notice  of  all  those  circumstances 
under  which  the  lessor  derived  the  title. 
Those  parties  must  be  understood,  at  least, 
to  have  notice  tiiat  the  lessors  were  trustees 
lor  a  charity,  but  I  cannot  go  the  length 
of  saying  that  the  purchaser  had  notice  that 
this  was  a  bod  lease ;  that  depending  on  a 
number  of  circumstances  dehors  the  lease." 
If  the  owners  of  estates  in  the  vicinity  of 
this  land,  at  the  date  of  the  lease,  were  in  the 
habit  of  granting  similar  leases  of  their  own 
land,  and  the  trustees  dealt  with  the  trust 
property  only  as  a  prudent  man  in  the  ad- 
ministration of  his  own  affair,  would  deal 
with  his  own  estate  in  the  first  place,  it  is 
not  a  l»each  of  trust  on  the  part  of  the  trus- 
tees, and,  in  the  next  place  it  cannot  be  a 
breach  of  trust  on  the  part  of  the  lessee ;  and 
when  the  defendant  is  standing  here  as  a 
pnrcbaser  who  purchased  that  lease,  what 
has  to  be  proved  against  him?  why,  not 

(•)  17  Ve«.  283. 


only  that  that  lease  in  the  result  has  turned 
out  to  be  injurious  to  the  charity,  but  that 
it  was  injurious  upon  the  face  of  it  at  its 
date,  and  so  injurious  that  the  lessee  must 
have  known  it  to  have  been  injurious  to  the 
charity,  and  so  injurious  that  the  purchaser 
who  had  taken  it  must  have  known  there 
were  not  present  those  special  circumstances 
to  justify  it  at  the  time  it  was  granted.  The 
evidence  before  the  Court  displaces  any 
allegations  of  this  kind.  Again,  the  lease  is 
not  a  husbandry  lease,  as  appears  on  the  face 
of  it ;  it  is  clear  there  had  been  some  agree-> 
ment  entered  into  before  the  lease  was  grant- 
ed, in  respect  of  which  there  had  been  a 
building  upon  the  estate  by  one  of  the  per- 
sons to  whom  that  lease  was  to  be  granted, 
and  who  afterwards  transferred  his  interest 
to  another  person.  It  is  also  a  lease  of 
which  only  a  small  part  is  of  any  value, 
and  granted  by  a  powerful  iron-master  to 
a  miner  or  nailer,  a  person  occupying  him- 
self in  the  trade  of  a  maker  of  nails,  and 
who  took  the  land  not  for  the  purpose  of 
working  it  for  the  nails,  but  of  building  a 
shop,  and  he  takes  a  grant  of  these  houses 
and  lands,  and  of  the  shops  which  had  been 
built  by  Mr.  Hill.  The  defendant  rests 
upon  the  possession  of  150  years,  and  eight 
or  nine  acres  of  the  land  are  in  its  nature 
actually  waste  and  unproductive.  The  re- 
servation of  the  right  to  enter  on  the  land, 
to  destroy,  if  the  trustees  pleased,  the  whole 
surface  of  it,  making  no  reparation  or  re- 
compense for  any  portion  of  the-  damage 
which  they  might  do  the  land,  and,  therefore, 
as  far  as  this  property  consisted  of  land, 
absolutely  destroying  the  value  of  the  land 
altogether,  negatives  the  lease  being  a  hus- 
bandry lease. 

It  is  dear  from  the  inscription  on  the 
picture  of  the  founder,  that  there  was  a 
deed  giving  and  ordering  the  direction  of 
die  school  to  the  trustees,  containing  such 
directions  as  he  thought  fit  at  that  time  to 
make,  and  which  directions  he  reserved  spe- 
cially to  the  discretion  of  his  feoffees ;  and 
then  the  testator  provides,  that  when  the  trus- 
tees shall  be  diminished  to  fifteen,  they  shall 
elect  and  choose  others  from  the  place  out  of 
which  those  who  died  were  chosen.  That 
there  was  a  settlement  appears  to  be  beyond 
all  doubt  and  question,  which  contained  the 
direction  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  poor 
boys  were  to  be  maintained,  educated,  and 
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placed  forth.  In  the  present  case,  it  appears, 
that  a  lease  was  granted  by  the  testator,  in 
1672,  for  a  term  of  200  years,  at  a  less  rent 
per  acre  than  the  rent  which  is  contained  in 
the  lease  in  question  ;  and  though  it  appears 
that  that  lease  was  granted  in  consideration 
of  an  expenditure,  that  is  not  a  fact  which 
is  wanted  in  reference  to  the  lease  in  ques- 
tion, for  on  the  recital  of  that  lease,  it  also 
appears,  that  Mr.  HUl,  who  had  the  same 
interest  in  the  property,  had  completely  re- 
built the  shop  which  stood  upon  part  of  the 
demised  land,  and  thus  there  is  the  same 
consideration  applicable  to  the  existing  lease, 
which  is  applicable  to  the  lease  of  1672, 
granted  by  the  testator  himself.  Therefore, 
die  trustees  of  the  charity,  in  granting  this 
lease  for  200  years,  granted  it  in  conformity 
with  the  practice  which  had  been  adopted 
by  the  founder  himself,  just  as  in  the  case 
of  The  Attorney  General  v.  Crots  (7),  the 
corporation  of  Exeter  had  pursued  the 
course  which  their  predecessors  had  formerly 
adopted. 

The  other  cases  cited  on  behalf  of  the  de« 
fendant  were — 

Ex  parte  Skmner,  2  Mer.  453. 

The  Attorney  General  v.    Warren^   2 
Swanst.  291. 

The  Attorney  General  v.  Hungerford^ 

.    8  BH.  437. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. — This  is  an 
information  and  bill  filed  to  set  aside  the 
lease,  dated  the  28th  of  September  1695, 
whereby  certain  charity  lands  were  demised 
to  W.  Parkes,  for  a  term  of  200  years,  at 
a  stationary  rent  of  14/.  Zs,  per  annum. 
It  does  not  appear  that  any  consideration 
other  than  the  rent  was  paid,  or  agreed  to 
be  paid,  for  the  lease.  There  was  no  sur- 
render of  any  former  lease.  The  lessee  did 
not  subject  hims^  to  any  obligations  to 
build  or  expend  money  upon  the  land,  but 
he  covenanted  to  pay  the  reserved  rent,  to 
keep  the  buildings  and  fences  in  good  and 
tenantable  repair,  and  to  use  upon  the  pre- 
mises the  hay,  straw,  and  fodder,  and  the 
dung,  soil,  and  compost  which  arose  thereon ; 
and  he  also  ooTenanted  to  manure  the  pre^ 
mises  in  a  good  and  husbandly  manner. 
I  think  that  this  is  a  husbandry  lease,  and 
not  the  less  so,  because  there  is  an  exception 

(7)  a  Mm*.  624. 


in  the  grant  of  the  mines  and  quarries  of 
coals,  ironstone,  limestone,  tin,  or  other 
stone  and  minerals,  with  liberty  to  seardi 
and  get  the  same ;  and  also  an  exception  of 
the  hares,  partridges,  pheasants,  luid  other 
birds  and  beasts  of  warren ;  with  liberty  for 
three  of  the  trustees,  their  servants  and  fol- 
lowers, to  hawk  and  hunt  up<ui  the  preimaea 
at  their  will  and  pleasure,  and  a  covmiant  to 
preserve  the  game  to  their  use.  This  being, 
in  my  opinion,  a  husbandry  lease  of  charity 
land,  granted  for  200  years  at  a  fixed  rent, 
it  cannot  stand  unless  there  be  some  spedal 
reason  to  support  it.  I  am  of  opinion,  that 
the  length  of  the  term  is  not  justified  or 
excused  by  the  reservation  of  the  mines, 
and  the  right  to  get  coals  and  minerals.  It 
is  argued,  that  there  are  in  this  case  circum- 
stances to  shew  that  the  real  foundation  of 
the  charity  is  not  forthcoming;  that  tbere 
must  have  been  some  deed  or  settkment, 
and  that  if  such  deed  or  settlement  were 
produced,  as  it  ought  to  be,  it  would,  or  iC 
might,  be  thereby  shewn  that  there  was 
authority  to  grant  this  long  lease.  It  docs 
not  appear  to  me  that  the  facts  of  the  case 
afibrd  any  foundation  for  the  argument 
that  there  was  any  deed  or  instrument  other 
than  the  will,  whereby  the  estates  were 
vested  in  the  trustees.  The  testator  having 
built  the  school-house,  in  which  sixty  poor 
boys  were  placed,  he  devised  the  house  ajui 
various  real  estates  to  the  persons  named  in 
his  will  in  fee,  and  gave  to  the  same  persona 
a  sum  of  money  to  be  expended  in  the  pur- 
chase of  other  real  estates,  to  be  conveyed 
to  them  in  foe.  He  directed  the  lands  to 
be  employed  for  the  maintenance  and  edu- 
cation and  placing  forth  the  boys  in  the 
school,  in  such  manner,  he  says,  '*  as  I  shali 
direct  for  the  maintaining,  educating,  and 
placing  fordi  of  the  same  poor  boys,  the 
repairing  the  said  sdiool  or  hospital  and 
other  buildings  by  me  given  and  bequeathed 
as  aforesaid,  and  tiie  ordering  and  managing 
the  said  manor,  messuages,  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments,  and  all  matters  them 
concerning;  and  in  all  oases  wherein  my 
directbns  shall  foil,  my  will  is,  that  aLl 
matters  concerning  the  premises  shall  he 
firom  time  to  time  ordered  by,  and  at  the 
discretion  of  the  aforesaid  several  persons, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  or  the  major  part  of 
them,  for  the  better  and  continual  maintain- 
ing and  educating  the  aforesaid  poor  boys 
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in  tke  afinresaid  houae,  school,  or  hospital, 
and  in  placing  forth  of  the  same  hoys  at  svch 
daies  as  they  shall  be  therefore  fit ;  and  my 
will  and  desire  is,  that  the  said  feoffees,*' 
that  is,  the  persons  to  whom  he  has  given  it— - 
it  camiot  mean  anything  else — ^he  has  giren 
it  to  certain  persons  in  fee — he  then  de- 
sciibes  them  as  '*  the  aforesaid  scTeral  per- 
sons," and  proceeds,  ''And  my  will  and  de- 
sire is,  that  the  said  feoffees,  when  their  nam- 
her  shall  be  lessened  or  decreased  to  fifteen, 
or  under  that,  then  the  surviving  feoffees*" 
that  is,  he  had  selected  them  lor  some  reason 
or  other,  which  is  not  here  explained,  "  or 
the  greater  number  of  them,  do  elect  and 
chooee  others,  whom  they  shall  think  most 
meet,  from  the  towns  and  parishes  that  the 
deceased  died  out  of,  and  were  chosen  for." 
Well,  then,  having  given  them  this  property 
in  fee,  he  directed  the  land  to  be  employed 
for  the  purposes  of  the  charity.  In  afber* 
wards  speaking  of  the  persons  to  whom  he 
had  made  the  devise,  he  calls  them  ''feof- 
fees" instead  of  "devisees"  or  "trustees;" 
and  on  this  an  argument  is  founded,  that  it 
should  be  inferred  that  there  must  have  been 
a  feofiment  besides  the  devise.  Now,  I 
own  it  appears,  from  the  recital  in  this  will, 
which  I  have  read,  that  in  using  the  word 
*'  feoffees,"  the  testator  meant  only  to  desig- 
nate in  one  word  the  several  persons  to 
whom  he  had  devised  the  estates  in  fee  \ 
indeed,  I  cannot  suppose  he  made  a  devise 
of  land  to  the  same  uses  to  persons  to  whom 
he  had  previously  conveyed  the  same  lands 
by  feoffment ;  and  I  do  not  think  that  the 
inscription  upon  the  picture  adds  any  pro- 
babili^  to  the  argument.  It  does  not  at 
all  appear  what  was  the  date  of  the  inscrip- 
tion; and  I  think  by  the  word  "  feoffees," 
he  meant  the  persons  who,  as  trustees,  were 
in  the  possession  of  the  fee  or  inheritance  of 
the  estate,  and  that  the  will  of  the  founder 
was  the  instrument  under  which  the  estates 
were  settled.  Now,  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  in  the  lease,  which  is  in  question,  de- 
visees are  described  as  trustees  or  feoffees,  or 
feoffees  or  trustees ;  that  is  the  way  in  which 
they  are  described — a  very  possible  mode  of 
expression,  used  for  the  purpose  of  recon- 
ciling the  real  character  of  tliose  persons  as 
trustees,  with  the  slightly  erroneous  nomi- 
nation of  them  in  the  will  and  in  the 
inscription,  if  the  inscription  was  made  at 
the  date  of  the  lease,  which,  however,  does 


not  appear.  It  is  next  argued,  that  the 
lease  was  granted  according  to  ihe  custom 
of  the  country,  and  according  to  the  mode 
of  letting  adopted  and  acted  upon  by  the 
trustees  themselves.  It  does  not,  indeed, 
appear  that  the  trustees  have  granted  any 
other  leases  of  the  same  kind,  and  an  attempt 
was  made  to  prove  the  alleged  custom  of 
the  country.  I  think  this  attempt  was 
very  imnecessary  and  useless,  for  if  any 
number  of  such  leases  had  been  proved, 
they  could  not  in  any  way  have  established 
a  custom  which  would  have  justified  the 
trustees  in  alienating  the  charity  estate  in 
the  way  in  which  this  land  was  alienated ; 
but  the  proof  failed,  and  some  leases  of 
twenty- one  years  were  produced  by  the 
defendant.  It  is  lastly  argued,  that  the 
defendant's  father  was  ^e  purchaser  of  the 
estate  for  valuable  consideration,  and  that 
he  was  not  bound  by  any  equity  to  set  aside 
the  lease,  which  was  founded  upon  extrinsic 
circumstances,  but  the  purchaser  must  be 
held  to  have  had  notice  of  the  lease  wliich 
he  had  purchased.  The  equity  of  this  case 
is  not  founded  upon  extrinsic  circumstances; 
it  is  founded  upon  what  appears  upon  the 
lease  itself;  and  if  due  consideration  had 
been  given  to  the  subject,  neither  the  lessor 
nor  the  lessee  could  have  thought  the  lease 
beneficial  to  the  charity,  or  anything  less 
than  a  breach  of  trust;  and,  considering  this 
to  be  a  breach  of  trust,  I  must  order  the  lease 
to  be  set  aside.  Now,  I  think  that  after  the 
oases  which  have  been  decided  upon  this 
subject,  though  Lord  Eldon  did,  I  think, 
in  two  of  those  cases,  decline  to  fix  the 
party  with  costs,  under  some  apprehension 
that  the  rule  might  not  have  been  generally 
known  (and  he  expressed  his  surprise  he 
could  find  no  instance  of  it),  I  think  in  two 
of  those  cases  which  he  decided,  he  refused  to 
give  costs.  I  have  read  the  cases  which  were 
cited,  governing,  as  it  was  contended,  this  case, 
but  as  there  was  an  application,  which  seems 
to  have  been  made  to  the  defendant  before 
the  information  was  filed,  which  he  declined 
to  comply  with,  I  think  I  must  make  the 
decree  against  him,  with  costs.  Then  comes 
the  question,  from  what  time  the  account  is 
to  be  taken.  It  must  either  be,  I  think, 
from  the  time  of  the  filing  the  information 
and  bill,  or  from  the  time  when  the  demand 
was  made  upon  the  defendant.  In  all 
cases  of  this  kind,  there  ought  to  be  a  great 
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deal  of  moderation  used,  with  reference  to 
the  decree  to  he  made.  There  have  heen 
very  strong  arguments  addressed  to  the 
Court  in  such  cases,  to  the  effect  that  there 
has  heen  an  uninterruped  enjoyment  hy  the 
defendant,  and  those  through  whom  he 
claims,  for  so  many  years ;  and  the  effect  of 
the  decree  is  to  disappoint  a  man's  expec- 
tations, which  must  he  inconvenient  to  him ; 
those,  therefore,  who  have  the  prosecution 
of  such  decrees,  should  prosecute  them  with 
a  considerable  degree  of  forbearance,  al- 
though they  are  entitled  to  their  rights. 

The  account  was  ultimately  directed  by 
the  Court  to  be  taken  from  the  time  of  filing 
the  information. 


WiGRAM,  V.C. 
Nov.  8. 
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DRAKE  V.  DRAKE. 


Answer  —  Declining  to  answer  —  38<& 
Order  of  1S41. 

A  defendant  under  the  SSth  Order  of 
August  1841  mag  decline  to  answer  gene-* 
raUg^  the  objection  being  founded  on  the  bill 
being  demurrable.  That  the  time  for  de^ 
murring  has  expired,  makes  no  difference* 

This  was  a  bill  for  discovery  and  relief, 
and  as  such  was  admitted  to  he  demunable. 
Instead  of  demurring,  the  defendant  an- 
swered some  of  the  interrogatories,  but  left 
the  greater  part  unanswered.  On  excep- 
tions, the  Master  reported  the  answer  to  be 
insufficient. 

Exceptions  being  taken  to  the  Master's 
report, — 

Mr,  Cooper  and  Mr.  Selwgn^  in  support 
of  the  exceptions,  contended,  that  as  the 
defendant  might  have  protected  himself  from 
answering  by  a  general  demurrer,  he  was 
enabled  by  the  88th  Order  of  1841  (1),  by 
his  answer,  to  decline  answering. 

Mr,  Barrett,  contr4,  contended,  that  the 
way  in  which  the  defendant  had  declined 
answering  was  too  general ;  that  the  ob- 
jection to  answer,  as  it  was  to  have  the 
effect  of  a  demurrer,  ought  to  be  definite  in 
form,  and  distinctiy  to  specify  the  several 
parts  of  the  bill  to  which  it  was  intended  to 
apply ;  and  should  be  taken  within  the  time 
allowed  for  demurring. 

(1)  Ord.  Can.  175  ^  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chanc.  414. 


WiORAM,  V.C. — Before  the  88th  Order 
of  1841,  there  were  several  cases  in  which  a 
defendant  might  by  his  answer  have  declined 
answering,  and  the  Master  would  have  con- 
sidered the  objection.  The  38th  Order  was 
framed  to  enable  the  defendant  to  protect 
himself  from  answering  by  his  answer, 
(where  he  could  formerly  have  demurred,) 
in  a  form  in  which  he  might  have  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Master  on  exceptions ;  and 
this  was  done  in  order  to  prevent  the  incon- 
venience of  compelling  him  by  deraumr  to 
try  the  question  of  tiie  sufficiency  of  the 
answer.  The  defendant  is  at  liberty  to 
decline  answering  "any  interrogatory  or 
part  of  an  interrogatory ; "  therefore  he  might 
decline  answering  every  interrogatory  in 
succession,  to  which  the  objection  applied. 
The  &ct  that  the  time  for  demurring  had 
expired,  will  not  deprive  him  of  the  benefit 
of  the  38th  Order. 

Exceptions  allowed. 


WiGRAM 

Nov 


M,  V.C.I 
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WOODWARD  V,  CONEBEAR. 


Baron  and  Feme — Practice — Married 
Woman  refusing  to  join  in  Husbands  Answer. 

A  married  woman,  defendant,  refusing  to 
join  in  her  husband^ s  answer,  upon  motion  bg 
the  plaintiff,  with  notice,  was  ordered  to 
answer  separatelg,  within  six  weeks  from 
the  service  of  such  order. 

The  bill  in  this  case  had  been  filed  against 
a  husband  and  wife.  The  husband  being  in 
contempt  for  want  of  the  joint  answer  of  the 
husband  and  wife,  and  not  being  able  to 
procure  his  wife  to  join  with  him  in  his 
answer,  the  plaintiff  consented  to  accept  the 
answer  of  the  husband  separately. 

Mr,  J,  Bailg,  for  the  plaintiff,  now 
moved,  upon  notice,  that  the  wife,  for  wl^om 
an  appearance  had  been  entered  by  her  hus- 
band, might,  separately  firom  her  husband, 
answer  or  demur,  not  demurring  alone, 
within  six  weeks  from  the  service  of  the 
order ;  and  he  cited  Estcourt  v.  Ewington  (1 ). 

The  Vice  Chancellor  made  the  order, 
(1)  9  Sim.  252. 


u}smA^}'}^j^.7;^m'  A««- 
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CATOR  V.  THE  COM- 
PANY OF  PROPRIB* 

TORS  OF  THE 
CROYDON  CAKAL. 


COVBT  OF  ExCHSaUER,  \ 

Alderson,  B. 

1841. 

Jan.  20,  21 ; 

March  3. 

L.C. 

1842. 

Nov.  15,16. 

1843. 

Dec.  19. 

Tnuiee — Cawd  Company — Lapse  of  Time 
—  OonpensaUon    Money  —  Parties  —  Aa^ 

m 

stynoTm 

A  canal  company,  under  the  powers  of  an 
act  of  parUamentf  took  possession  of  part  of 
a  common  in  1802,  mthout  paying  any  com* 
pensation  money,  either  to  the  parties  who 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  soU,  or  into  th^ 
Bank  of  England ;  the  latter  being  the  proper 
mode  of  proceeding^  where  (as  in  this  case,) 
a  good  title  coM  not  be  deduced.  The 
company  became  unable  to  pay  their  dehts^ 
and  continued  so  until  1836.  In  1837,  a 
biH  was  filed  by  the  parties  claiming  the 
eompensiUum  money : — Heldf  thai  they  wer^ 
wd  barrad  by  lapse  of  time. 

Lapse  of  time  is  not^  in  itself  a  bar  to  the 
claim  of  a  ce«tiuqtse  trusty  o^mw/  •  i/ruaUe 
m  a  emsri  of  equity^  where  no  laek^  or 
acquiescence  can  be  imputed  to  him, 

A  party  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  an  interest 
in  common  land  taken  by  a  company,  assigns 
his  share  of  the  eompensation  money.  An 
award  is  afterwards  made  by  the  commis^ 
sioner  appointed  by  an  inclosure  act : — Held, 
that  the  assignor  is  not  a  necessary  party  to 
a  hiU  filed  by  the  assignee  against  the  com- 
pany, to  recover  his  share  of  the  compensa- 
tion money. 

By  an  act  of  parliament  of  the  41  Geo.  3. 
c.  127,  by  which  the  Croydon  Canal  Com- 
pany were  incorporated,  they  were  invested 
with  the  usual  powers  for  punihasing  lands. 
By  tiiat  act  commissioners  were  appointed, 
whose  decision  waa  to  determine  all  differ- 
ences wbidi  might  arise  between  the  com- 
pany and  the  owners  of  any  of  the  lands 
which  the  company  might  require,  as  to  the 
value  of  the  lands,  and  the  amount  of  the 
compensation ;  and  in  cases  where  a  good 
title  could  not  be  deduced,  the  company  were 
authorized  to  pay  the  amount  into  the  Bank 
of  England,  or  deposit  it  with  their  own 
New  Series,  XIII.»Chanc. 


tijeasurer,  or  g^ve  security,  with  thp  ^fXQr 
bation  of  the  commissioners. 

On  the  3 1st  of  July  1802,  the  company 
set  out  a  piece  of  land  containing  about  nin^ 
acres,  being  part  of  some  uninclosed  lands 
called  "  Penge  Conamon,"  in  the  parish  of 
Battersea,  of  which  a  Mr.  Morgan  claimed 
to  be  the  owner.  There  did  not  appear  to 
be  any  lord  of  the  manor  who  could  con- 
vey this  land  to  the  company,  but  they  took 
possession  of  it,  and  used  it  for  the  purposes 
of  their  works. 

By  a  subsequent  act,  (the  48  Geo.  3  •  c.  1 8,) 
it  was  enacted,  that  when  it  should  be  neces- 
sary or  expedient  for  the  purpose  of  n^kking 
the  canal,  to  take  or  make  use  of  any  com- 
mon or  waste  ground,  and  also  when  any 
common  or  waste  grouad  should  have  been 
already  taken,  but  not  paid  for,  the  committee 
of  the  company  should  give  such  notice  as. 
therein  stated*  (>.  e.  by  affixing  copies  of 
Iju^notioe  At  the  usual  places,  and  by  leav- 
ing a  copy  at  the  house  of  the  lord  of  the 
:pianor»)  for  summoning  a  meeting  of  the 
commissioners,  for  the  purpose  of  settling 
«nd  determining  the  amount  of  purchase- 
money,  annual  rent,  or  satisfaction  to  be 
paid,  given,  or  made  for  such  common  or  waste 
ground ;  and  in  case  any  person  to  whom  any 
purchase-money  should  be  awarded,  or  who 
should  agree  with  the  company  for  sale  of 
any  lands,  should  not  be  able  to  make  a 
good  title  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  com- 
mittee of  the  company,  or  any  five  of  them» 
or  in  case  any  person  to  whom  any  purchase* 
money  should  be  awarded,  oould  not  be 
found,  or  if  the  person  or  persons  entitled 
to  such  lands  should  not  be  known  or  dis- 
covered, then  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
committee,  or  any  five  of  them,  to  order 
the  purchase-money  to  be  paid  into  the  Bank 
of  England,  to  the  credit  of  the  parties 
interested,  subject  to  the  order  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery. 

On  the  7th  of  April  1812,  the  committee 
of  the  company  gave  due  notice  that  they 
had  taken  the  above-mentioned  piece  of 
land  on  Penge  Common,  and  that  they  re- 
quired a  meeting  of  the  commissioners  to 
be  held  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  amount 
of  the  purchase-money  determined.  Mr. 
Scott  claimed  to  be  the  owner  of  the  soil  of 
the  common,  under  a  conveyance  from  Mr. 
Morgan,  and  a  copy  of  the  notice  was  left 
at  his  house.     An  award  was  afterwards, 
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namely,  on  the  29th  of  April  1812,  made 
by  the  commissioners,  by  which  the  com- 
pany were  awarded  to  pay  620^.  Ss.,  as  the 
purchase-money  for  the  nine  acres,  and 
181/.  5s,  for  compensation  for  damage 
which  they  had  done  to  another  piece  of 
land,  containing  rather  less  than  eight  acres, 
with  interest  at  5/.  per  cent.,  from  the  3 1st 
of  July  1802,  and  also  two  sums  of  33/.  12^. 
and  83/.  lis,  6(/.,  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Scott, 
in  respect  of  certain  drains  and  trees,  with 
interest  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent.,  from  the 
15th  of  June  1806. 

On  the  22nd  of  May  1813,  an  agreement 
was  entered  into  for  the  purchase,  from  Mr. 
Scott,  of  Penge  Place,  and  the  soil  of  Penge 
Common,  out  of  trust  monies,  of  which  the 
first-named  plaintiff  was  tenant  for  life,  and 
by  which  the  plaintiff  also  agreed  to  pur- 
chase at  the  sum  of  500/.,  all  sums  of  money, 
and  the  interest  thereof,  to  which  Mr.  Scott 
was  entitled  under  or  by  virtue  of  tiie  award 
of  the  29th  of  April  1812. 

In  May  1 822,  the  company  paid  to  Mr. 
Scott  the  two  sums  of  331.  125.  and  83/. 
lis,  6d,t  which  were  awarded  to  him  as 
before  mentioned ;  but  their  affairs  became 
in  an  embarrassed  or  insolvent  state,  and 
they  never  paid  or  tendered  either  of  the 
two  sums  of  620/.  55.  and  181/.  55.,  or  any 
interest  in  respect  of  them. 

In  1 827,  an  act  was  passed  for  inclosing 
Penge  Common,  (7  &  8  Geo.  4.  c.  35,)  and 
the  commissioner  who  was  appointed  by  the 
act  made  his  award  in  February  1837,  and 
thereby  allotted  certain  lands  in  lieu  of 
tithes,  and  allotted  the  residue  among  the 
plaintiffs  and  four  other  persons,  Messrs. 
Adams,  Booth,  Wilson,  and  Fox,  (who  were 
defendants  in  this  suit,)  as  being  the  only 
persons  interested  in  the  commonable  lands. 
Lord  Spencer  had  claimed  to  be  entitled  to 
the  soil  of  Penge  Common,  as  lord  of  the 
manors  of  Battersea  and  Wandsworth,  but 
the  award  of  the  commissioner  had  excluded 
this  claim.  Mr.  Scott  had  originally  pur- 
chased his  lands  from  Lord  Spencer. 

In  1835,  an  act  was  passed,  incorporating 
the  London  and  Croydon  Railway  Com- 
pany. (5  Will.  4.  c.  10.)  By  that  act,  the 
railway  company  were  required  to  purchase 
all  the  land  belonging  to  the  canal  com- 
pany, and  to  pay  the  purchase-money  into 
the  Bank  of  England,  to  the  credit  of  five 
persons,  to  be  named  by  the  committee  of 


the  canal  company ;  and  it  was  enacted,  that 
the  money  so  paid  to  the  credit  of  those 
persons,  and  an  other  monies  belonging  to 
the  canal  company,  should  from  time  to  time 
be  applied,  imder  the  direction  of  the  com- 
mittee for  the  time  being  of  the  canal  com- 
pany, in  or  towards  the  performing,  observing, 
paying,  answering,  and  satisfying  all  the 
mortgage  and  other  debts,  contracts,  engage- 
ments, damages,  and  expenses,  and  all 
other  claims,  demands,  and  liabilities  what- 
soever, to  which  the  said  canal  company 
were  or  might  be  liable.  And  the  canal 
company  were  then  to  be  dissolved,  and 
cease  to  be  a  body  corporate. 

The  amount  of  the  purchase-money  to  be 
paid  by  the  Croydon  Railway  Company  to 
the  Canal  Company,  was  fix^  at  40,250/., 
which  sum  was  on  the  2l8t  of  July  1836, 
paid  by  the  railway  company  into  the  Bank 
of  England,  in  the  names  of  the  five  persons 
nominated  by  the  Canal  Company. 

In  July  1 887,  this  bill  was  filed  by  the 
parties  interested  in  the  property  which  was 
the  subject-matter  of  the  agreement  of  May 
1813,  against  the  proprietors  of  the  Croydoii 
Canal  and  the  five  trustees  of  the  40,250^, 
and  the  four  other  persons  already  mentioned 
as  having  had  allotments  made  to  them  under 
the  Penge  Common  Inclosure  Act.  The 
plaintiffs  claimed  a  part  of  the  two  sums  of 
620/.  55.  and  181/.  55.,  making  together 
801/.  105.,  with  interest  from  the  3l8t  c^ 
July  1802,  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent.,  in 
the  proportions  which  their  interest  in  Penge 
Common  bore  to  the  interest  of  the  four 
last-named  defendants. 

The  bill  charged,  that  the  secretary  of 
the  company  had  admitted,  by  a  l^ter  to 
Mr.  Peyton,  the  Commissioner  under  the 
Inclosure  Act,  in  1827,  and  by  numerous 
letters  subsequently,  that  the  money  claimed 
by  this  bill  was  never  paid,  and  that  nego- 
tiations on  the  subject  had  been  constantly 
carried  on  with  the  company. 

The  bill  prayed,  that  the  Croydon  Canal 
Company,  or  their  five  trustees,  might  pay 
out  of  the  40,250/.,  the  said  sum  of  801/. 
105.,  with  interest,  either  to  the  commis- 
sioner under  the  Inclosure  Act,  or  into  the 
Bank  of  England,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  the  defendants  interested  in  the 
allotments ;  and  that  their  rights  in  the  said 
sum  of  801/.  105.  might*  be  ascertained,  and 
the  amount  paid  to  them  respectively ;  and 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  1843. 


91 


for  an  injunctioii  to  restrain  the  payment  of 
any  part  of  the  40,250/. 

The  Croydon  Canal  Company  admitted 
by  their  answer,  that  neither  of  the  two  sums 
of  620/.  5s.  and  181/.  5  s.  had  been  paid,  nor 
any  interest  thereon,  inasmuch  as  neither 
Mr.  Scott  nor  any  other  person  had  ever 
made  any  title  to  the  land  which  had  been 
taken  by  the  company,  or  to  the  monies 
awarded  in  respect  of  it.  They  also  insisted 
that  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  was  barred 
by  lapse  of  time,  and  tibat  the  suit  was  de- 
feetive  for  want  of  parties,  on  tlie  ground, 
that  Mr.  Scott  ought  to  have  been  made  a 
party. 

Two  of  the  fiye  trustees  of  the  40,250/. 
insisted  that  the  trustees  of  the  fiind  were 
merely  the  holders  of  it,  and  bound  to  obey 
the  directions  of  the  committee  of  the  com- 
pany, and  that  they  were  not  proper  parties 
to  dbe  suit. 

Mr.  Stuart^  Mr.  Cator^  and  Mr.  WiUcoek^ 
for  the  plaintlfis,  contended,  that  the  letter 
of  the  secretary  to  the  commissioner  was 
sufficient  to  take  this  case  out  of  the  Sta- 
tute of  Limitations,  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27,  if 
the  statute  would  apply  to  this  case;  but 
that  the  statute  did  not  apply  to  the  case  of 
trustee  and  eesiui  que  irustf  and  that  in  this 
case  the  company  was  insolvent,  until  the 
Croydon  Railway  Company  purchased  the 
land  fiN>m  them ;  and,  therefore,  no  pro- 
ceeding could  have  been  taken  before. 

Mayor  of  Thetford'a  cage,  I  Salk.  192. 

Peters  ▼.  Brown^  4  Esp.  46. 

PoUexfen  r.  Moore^  3  Atk.  272. 

WaU  y.  Bright^  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  494. 

Mackreth  ▼.  Sffmmons^  15  Ves.  329. 

Hughes  v.  Kearney ^  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  132. 

Mr.  Simpkinnm  and  Mr.  Chandlessy  for 
the  Croydon  Canal  Company,  and  two  of 
the  trustees  of  the  sum  of  40,250/.,  insisted, 
that  as  to  the  claim  for  the  money  awarded 
for  damages  to  the  land,  no  parties  could  be 
entitled  to  it  except  the  parties  who  were  in 
possession  of  the  land  at  the  time;  and  as  to 
the  compensation  for  the  other  land,  the 
plaintifis  had  not  shewn  a  good  title  to  the 
soil :  that  whatever  the  claims  of  the  plain- 
tifi  were,  they  were  barred  by  lapse  of  time 
and  the  laches  which  had  occurred :  that  the 
letter  of  the  secretary  could  not  bind  the 
company,  and  that  even  if  they  were  entitled 
to  claim  the  principal,  their  claim  to  any 


interest  was  barred  by  the  42nd  section  of 
the  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27. 

Beckford  v.  Wade,  17  Ves.  97. 
Lord  St.  John  v.  Boughton,  9  Sim.  219 

s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  208 
Hyde  v.  Johnson,  2  Bing.  N.C.  776 

s.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  C.P.  291 
OrenfeU  v.  Girdlestone,  2  You.  &  Col 

662;  s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Ex 

Eq.  42. 

Mr.  Piggott  appeared  for  the  other  three 
trustees  of  the  40,250/.,  and —    . 

Mr.  James  Russell,  for  one  of  the  four 
parties,  among  whom  the  residue  of  Penge 
Common  was  divided. 

WHmot  V.  the  CorporaHon  of  Coventry, 

I  You.  &  Col.  518; 
Carter  v.  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Ely, 
7  Sim.  211;  s.c.4Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chanc.  132,  were  cited. 
Mr.  Stuart  replied. 

Mar.  3,  1841. — Alderson,  B. — In  this 
case,  I  have  taken  time  to  consider  my 
judgment.  The  material  facts  are  these : — 
The  Croydon  Canal  Company  were  desirous, 
under  the  provisions  of  their  act  of  parlia- 
ment, of  taking  a  certain  portion  of  Penge 
Common.  They  entered  into  negotiation  with 
Morgan,  the  then  supposed  owner  of  the 
premises,  and  they  afterwards  renewed  it 
with  Scott,  to  whom  Moigan  had  in  the 
interim  sold  his  property.  In  May  1802, 
there  was  a  price  fixed  at  which  tiie  land 
was  to  be  taken,  of  67/.  lO^.'per  acre.  Under 
these  circumstances,  the  land  was  set  out, 
and  on  the  31st  of  July  1802,  it  was  taken 
possession  of  by  the  company,  who  then 
proceeded  to  execute  their  canal.  Diffi- 
culties then  occurred  as  to  the  title,  arising 
out  of  a  doubt  whether  the  manor  belonged 
to  Scotty  and  whether,  if  it  did  not,  a  good 
conveyance  could  be  made  to  the  company. 
This  led  to  the  second  act  of  parliament, 
after  the  passing  of  which  the  company, 
acting  on  its  powers,  applied  to  the  com- 
missioners, who  assessed  the  value  of  the 
land  at  67/*  lOs.  per  acre,  and  assessed  also 
a  sum  for  the  damage  done  by  the  company 
to  some  additional  acres  of  Penge  Com- 
mon, in  the  course  of  executing  the  canal, 
adding  interest  as  to  the  land  from  1802, 
and  determining  the  compensation  at  the 
sum  of  620/.  5s.  for  the  land,  and  181/.  5s. 
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for  the  damage  done  to  those  aeres.     This 
took  place  in  1812. 

Now,  under  these  circumstances,  what 
was  the  relative  situation  of  ^e  parties  at 
that  time  ?  The  company  were  then  in 
possession  of  the  land,  which  they  had  taken 
as  of  right  under  the  provisions  of  their  act 
of  paiiiament  from  the  true  owners.  They 
had  d<me  damage,  as  they  had  a  right  to 
do  under  the  provisions  of  their  acts  of  par- 
liament, to  other  land.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  true  owners  of  Penge  Common  were  hy 
the  same  act  entitled  to  the  money,  the  price 
of  the  land,  and  to  the  compensation  due  for 
the  damage  done  to  the  other  part  of  their 
land.  This  was  then  a  bargain  made  under 
the  authority  of  parliament,  by  which,  if  the 
owners  were  ascertained,  the  bargain  might 
be  considered  to  be  made  with  them ;  and,  if 
not  ascertained,  roust  be  considered  as  made 
with  them  when  they  should  be  ascertained. 
And  if  the  company  had  chosen  to  act  as 
they  ought  to  have  done,  and  had  paid  these 
several  amounts  into  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
no  one  would  lor  a  moment  have  doubted 
88  to  the  rights  of  the  parties.  The  Court 
of  Chancery  would  have  become  the  trustee 
of  the  money  for  these  parties,  and  the  com- 
pany's liabflity  would  have  been  at  an  end. 
The  company  did  not  do  this,  but  retained 
the  money  themselves.  Still,  I  think 
that  this  does  not  alter  the  situation  of  the 
land-owners,  and  as  to  them,  the  company, 
retaining  the  money,  must  be  consklered 
as  trustees  ibr  the  true  owners,  as  soon 
as  they  should  be  ascertained,  exactly  as 
the  Court  of  Chancery  would  have  been, 
if  the  money  had  been  deposited  with  tiiat 
court.  They  cannot  in  equity  be  allowed 
to  place  themselves  in  a  better  situation  than 
they  would  have  been  in,  if  they  had  dis- 
chairged  their  duty  under  the  act  of  pariia- 
ment.  This  was  die  situation  of  ^ings  In 
1812. 

Now,  let  us  examine  what  has  happened 
since.  In  1812,  it  was  not  ascertained 
to  whom  Penge  Common  belonged,  and 
so  it  continued  to  be  common,  till  by  the 
provisions  of  die  Penge  Inclosure  Act,  and 
the  proceedings  under  it,  it  was  Imally  decided 
on  the  10th  of  Febraary  1887,  diat  the  whole 
of  the  soil  of  Penge  Common  belonged  to  the 
proprietors  of  certain  estates,  between  whom 
it  was  then,  by  the  award  of  the  commis- 
sioner under  the  Inclosure  Act,  finally  di- 


vided. Those  proprietors  now  daim  the 
money  remaining  in  the  hands  of  die  canal 
company,  according  to  their  ascertained  pro- 
portions. And  tbere  are  two  questions: 
first,  are  they  so  entitled  ?  and,  secondly,  is 
the  length  of  time  whidi  has  elapsed,  a  bar 
to  their  clsim  ? 

I  will  begin  with  the  latter  question. 
If  I  am  right  in  thinking  that  the  com- 
pany are  trustees  for  the  true  owners  when 
ascertained,  under  all  the  drcumstances, 
there  seems  to  me  no  ground  for  hdding, 
that  the  plaintifSi  are  barred  by  lapse  of 
time.  It  may  be  questionable,  whether 
in  a  case  in  which  it  is  admitted  that  the 
company  have  assets,  and  diat  die  money 
has  not  been  paid,  but  remains  in  tiieir 
hands,  any  lengdi  of  time  would  be  a  bar 
to  the  lawful  claimant  in  a  court  of  equity, 
where  the  case  starts  firom  the  propositiouy 
that  the  one  is  cestui  que  trust  and  die  other 
trustee.  But,  at  all  events,  the  bar  from 
lapse  of  time  proceeds,  in  a  court  of  equity, 
upon  the  laches  of  the  party  in  not  clahning 
sooner.  But  how  is  tlds  applioable  in  a  esse 
in  which  the  kgislatuTe  permits  a  baigam 
with  an  unascertained  petson,  and  wheve 
there  is  no  laches  after  die  period  wiien  ho 
is  ascertained  f  If,  indeed,  after  tike  deter« 
mination  of  the  rights  of  parties  under  die 
Penge  Indosure  Act,  a  period  of  twenty 
years  had  been  suffixed  to  elapse,  the  oaae 
would  have  been  very  difieient.  But  that 
is  not  so.  Here,  tiU  1687,  diere  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  an  aKertainmeiit  of  the 
right,  and  the  parties  dien  immediately  com- 
menced pcooeedings.  Independendy  dieie- 
fore  of  the  conduct  of  the  eonpany,  and  their 
obvious  incapacity  to  pay  anything  till  their 
recent  arrangements  with  the  Croydon  Rail- 
way Company,  and  the  distinct  po vision  for 
this  very  demand,  made  between  die  two 
companies  upon  the  handing  over  of  the 
money  from  the  one  to  die  o&er,  which  are 
all  dreurastaaees  of  great  wei§^  I  have 
arrived  at  aclear  opinion,  that  there  is  noddng 
in  die  lapse  of  time  whidi  ought  (if  the 
other  fact  entitle  die  }»Viintiffii  to  letief)  to 
bar  thdr  daim  to  it  on  this  ocoadan. 

The  remaining  and  mane  important  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  plaintift  are  the  persons 
entided  to  the  whole,  or  to  some  ascer- 
tainable portion  of  the  compensation.  It 
appears  to  me  well  made  out,  tint  thefdain* 
titb  have  a  tide  to  that  estate,  which  at 
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tbe  thne  when  ^is  oompeniation  was  awucU 
ed,  belonged  to  Mr.  Scott.  Whedier  all 
the  penons  who  have  rights  to  the  soil  of 
Penge  Common  are  before  the  Court,  is  not 
apparent  fi:om  the  proofs  given  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiffs ;  for,  of  coarse,  the  title 
of  those  who  have  been  made  defendants 
does  not  appear  as  yet.  But,  I  think,  the 
evidence  before  the  Court  fiilly  justifies 
me  in  sending  the  case  to  t&e  Master 
for  a  proper  inquiry  as  to  the  tide.  If  it 
shall  appear  upon  tiiat  inquiry,  as  I  think  it 
probably  will  do,  that  the  plaiutifi  are  en- 
titled, and  that  the  proportions  in  which 
the  different  proprietors  of  Penge  Common 
have  an  interest  in  that  common,  are  fixed 
and  definite ;  as  for  instance,  if  it  should  ap- 
pear from  the  commissioner's  award  that  one- 
half,  or  one-third,  or  any  given  proportion 
of  that  common  belongs  to  Mr.  Scott's 
estate,  tlien  the  case  of  the  plaintil&  will  not, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  be  affected  by  the  absence 
(should  timt  turn  out  to  be  the  fact)  of  odier 
peiaons  entitled  to  other  diffinent  shares,  but 
they  will  be  entitled  to  claim  fhmi  the  de- 
fendants, the  csnal  company,  the  amount  of 
the  share  belonging  to  theinselves.  Whether 
they  are  entitled  to  any  definite  diare  of  the 
oompensstion  for  the  damage,  will  turn  upon 
thefoct,  whetiier  they  are,  under  the  arrange- 
ment with  Mr.  Soott,  entitled  to  that  damage 
as  widl  as  to  the  compensation  for  the  laoKl. 
The  Master  will  inquire  into  this  arrange- 
ment, and  will  ascertain  whether  the  pur- 
chase-money, which  became  payable  under 
the  agreement  d  the  22nd  of  May  1813, 
was  actually  paid  to  Mr.  Soott,  or  his  agents, 
and  he  will  make  inquiries  as  to  the  plain- 
ts* title  to  the  knds  of  Mr.  Scott,  and  the 
title  to  the  other  lands  purchased  by  the 
plaintifi  from  oti^r  quarters,  and  as  to  tiie 
proportion  of  the  damages  belonging  to  those 
lands;  and  be  will  also  ascertain  the  titles  of 
those  defendants  to  whom  the  residue  of  the 
lands  endtled  to  common  bdong.  The  Mas- 
tcr,in  his  inquiry  and  report,  should  separate 
the  questions  of  the  compensation  for  land 
and  lor  damage,  and  should  ascertain  whe- 
ther the  plaintifis  and  the  defendants  make 
out  a  sufficient  titie  to  the  latter,  under  the 
perMina  entitled  to  those  acres  to  which  it 
applies,  at  the  time  when  such  damage  was 
dicme.  When  those  inquiries  shall  have  been 
peifected,  it  will  be  ascertained,  whether  the 


persons  entitied  to  the  whole  of  the  compen- 
sation, both  for  lands  and  damage,  are  before 
the  Court,  and  whether  the  proportions 
claimable  are  defined  or  not ;  and  it  will  then 
upon  fiirther  directions  be  open  to  the  Court 
to  order  either  the  whole  or  some  part  of 
the  money  to  be  brought  into  court,  and  to 
give  such  further  directions,  to  the  extent  of 
dismissing  the  bill,  as  the  case  may  require* 
There  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  sufficiency  and 
solvency  of  the  parties,  nor  as  to  the  security 
of  the  fdnds  in  tiie  meantime. 

I  do  notat  present  mean  to  determine  the 
question  as  to  the  intermediate  interest.  In- 
deed, I  think  it  of  importance  previously  to 
detennining  thatquestion,  todirectthe  Muter 
to  make  one  further  inquiry,  namely,  what 
would  have  been  the  mesne  profits  of  the 
nine  acres  of  land  appropriated  by  the  canal 
company  to  their  canal.  In  order  to  deter- 
mine that,  he  should  probably  fix  a  rent  for 
those  nine  acres,  treating  them  as  of  a  similar 
quality  to  the  rest  of  the  common.  This 
criterion  seems  to  me  reasonable  (regard 
being  had  to  the  5drd  section  of  the  41 
Qeo.  S.)  as  an  equivalent  for  intennediala 
interest.  That  section  has  not  been  referred 
to  in  argument ;  I  do  not  propose  to  give  any 
definite  opinion  on  it,  because  I  am  perfectiy 
well  aware,  that  when  a  point  ooeurs  to  the 
Court  that  has  not  been  argued,  it  is  always 
dangerous  for  the  Court  to  pronounce  upon 
it.  I  do  not,  therefore,  mean  finally  to  de- 
termine this  question,  but  as  to  this  and  the 
other  remaining  questiosn,  and  as  to  tiie 
costs,  I  propose  to  reserve  the  decision  upon 
them  till  the  Master  shall  have  made  his 
report  as  to  tiie  title  and  otiierdrcumstanoea 
necessary  to  be  ascertained.  In  the  mean 
time,  however,  it  seems  to  me,  tiiat  the 
nominees  who  hold  this  money  for  the  canal 
company,  but  subject  to  the  rights  which 
attach  upon  it,are  proper  parties  to  he  retain- 
ed before  the  Court.  In  tiie  result,  they  will 
no  doubt  be  entitled  to  have  their  costs;  but 
it  will  be  a  question  upon  further  directions 
for  the  Court  to  determine,  by  wiunn  those 
costs  are  to  be  paid  (1). 

The  company  appealed  from  this  decision 
to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  and  the  cause  was 
argued  before  his  Lordship  in  November 
1842. 

(1)  Sm  4  You.  &  Col.  405. 
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Dec.  19,1843. — ^The  Lord  Chancellor. 
—This  was  an  appeal  from  the  equity  side  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer.  The  facts  of  the 
case  are  so  fully,  and  I  think  so  accurately, 
stated  in  the  report  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
Court  below,  that  it  is  unnecessary  for  me 
to  enter  into  them  in  detail.  The  question 
related  to  a  sum  of  money,  amounting  to 
6202. ,  which  was  awarded  by  commissioners 
under  the  Croydon  Canal  Acts,  in  respect  of 
the  value  of  a  piece  of  land,  forming  a  part  of 
a  common  called  Penge  Common,  which  was 
taken  for  the  purposes  of  the  act.  The  other 
sum  was  a  sum  of  about  180/.,  which  was 
awarded  by  the  same  commissioners  in  respect 
of  compensation  for  damage  done  to  another 
piece  of  land  forming  a  part  of  the  same 
common.  At  the  time  when  this  award  was 
made,  Mr.  Scott  claimed  to  be  the  owner 
of  the  soil  of  that  common,  but  the  com- 
missioners, not  being  satisfied  as  to  his 
title,  did  not  make  the  award  to  him  speci- 
fically, but  did  that  which  they  were  enti- 
tled to  do ;  they  awarded  the  compensation 
and  the  value  of  the  land  generally  for 
persons  who  should  turn  out  ultimately  to 
be  entitled. 

The  first  objection  that  was  made  was  an 
objection  of  this  nature,  that  Mr.  Scott  ought 
to  have  been  a  party  to  the  suit.  Mr.  Scott, 
after  the  award  was  made,  assigned  to  the 
present  plaintiff  his  interest  in  these  sums  for 
5002.  It  was  said,  that  as  these  proceedings 
were  instituted  by  the  assignees,  the  assignor 
ought  to  have  been  made  a  par^  to  the  suit. 
It  is  quite  clear,  that  where  the  assignor 
has  a  legal  title,  and  he  assigns  his  interest, 
and  any  proceedings  are  taken  by  the  assignee 
with  respect  to  the  property  so  assigned,  the 
assignor  must  be  a  party  to  the  suit,  because 
by  his  assignment  he  does  not  part  with  the 
legal  estate,  and  the  person  having  the  legal 
estate  must  be  before  the  Court.  But  that 
principle  clearly  does  not  apply  to  the  facts 
of  this  case.  There  was  no  sum  awarded 
specifically  to  Mr.  Scott.  All  that  he  had 
was  an  equitable  interest,  an  equitable  title 
to  be  paid  the  sum  of  money,  if  he  made 
out  his  title  to  the  land.  That  equitable 
interest  and  right  he  assigned  before  the 
suit ;  he  parted  therefore  with  all  interest, 
and  having  parted  with  all  interest  of  every 
description,  of  course  it  was  not  necessary 
that  he  should  have  been  a  party  to  these 


proceedings.  This  point  was  pressed  in  the 
court  below,  but  I  do  not  think  it  was 
pressed  very  forcibly  in  this  court — ^not 
much  relied  on. 

The  main  question  that  was  contended  was 
this,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  barred  by  time; 
and  it  is  necessary,  therefore,  to  consider 
that  objection  with  reference  to  the  facts 
of  the  case.  And,  first,  by  the  acts  of  par- 
liament when  the  land  was  taken,  and  the 
damages  awarded,  under  the  circumstanees 
which  occurred  in  this  case,  it  was  neces- 
sary, before  the  company  took  possession 
of  die  land,  that  they  should  either  pay 
the  money  into  the  Court  of  Chancery  for 
those  persons  who  should  ultimately  turn  out 
to  be  entitled  to  it,  or  that  they  should  invest 
it  in  one  of  the  modes  pointed  out  by  this  act 
of  parliament.  If  they  had  paid  the  money 
into  the  Court  of  Chancery,  or  if  the  money 
had  been  invested  in  the  manner  required  by 
the  act  of  parliament,  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
or  the  persons  in  whose  names  the  money  had 
been  so  invested,  would  have  been  trustees 
for  those  persons  absolutely,  on  their  making 
out  their  title ;  they  would  have  been  trus- 
tees not  holding  adversely  to  the  plaintiffs, 
and  therefore  at  any  time  the  plaintiffs  might 
have  made  good  their  claim.  It  would  ap- 
pear, therefore,  very  extraoxdinary,  that  if 
the  company  had  performed  that  wldch  they 
were  required  to  do  by  the  act  of  parliament, 
the  plainti£&  would  have  been  entitled  to 
have  succeeded  in  obtaining  possession  of  this 
money ;  but  they,  by  violating  the  act  of  par- 
liament, and  infringing  its  provisions,  would 
place  the  plaintiffs  in  a  worse  situation,  and 
themselves  in  a  better  situation,  than  they 
would  have  stood  in  if  they  had  complied  with 
the  directions  of  the  act.  It  is  said,  in  the 
answer,  that  these  provisions  were  made  for 
the  benefit  of  the  company.  They  were  made 
for  the  benefit  of  the  company  in  a  certain 
manner,  that  is  to  say,  if  they  could  not  find 
who  the  persons  were  who  were  entitled  to  the 
property,  by  investing  it,  or  by  paying  it  into 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  they  became  entitled 
to  enter  into  possession,  which  they  other- 
wise could  not  have  done.  Therefore,  so 
far  it  was  for  their  benefit  they  did  enter 
into  possession.  Having  entered  into  pos- 
session, it  was  their  duty  to  have  dcme  that 
which  the  act  of  parliament  required,  under 
such  circumstances,  either  to  place  the  money 
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in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  or  to  invest  it  in 
one  of  the  modes  pointed  out  by  the  act  of 
parliament. 

But,  independently  of  this  consideration, 
looking  at  the  case  in  another  point  of  view, 
are  these  parties,  taking  into  consideration 
the  whole  of  their  conduct,  barred  by  time  ? 
Have  they  been  guilty  of  any  laches,  any 
negligence,  anything  amounting  to  an  ac- 
quiescence ?  Because  it  is  upon  this  found- 
ation, that  time  is  to  bar  in  a  court  of  equity. 
Now  look  at  the  circumstances  of  the  trans- 
action. At  the  time  when  these  simis  were 
awarded,  it  was  not  ascertained  who  the 
persons  were  who  were  entitled  to  receive 
them.  Application  was  made  by  the  pre- 
sent plaintiffs ;  the  canal  company  refused  to 
pay  the  money,  and  some  time  afterwards,  no 
long  period,  diey  fell  into  difficulties  and  be* 
came  insolvent,  and  which  state  of  circum- 
stances continued  up  to  the  year  1836,  and 
was  put  an  end  to  by  a  transaction  to  which 
I  shall  presently  refer.  In  this  state  of 
things  the  company's  affairs  being  changed, 
and  looking  at  the  nature  of  the  title  of  the 
plaintififs  and  their  claim,  every  person  ac- 
quainted with  the  subject  of  tins  title  must 
come  to  this  conclusion,  that  practically  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  proceedings  in  a  court 
of  justice,  there  would  have  been  extreme 
difficulty  and  much  expense  incurred  in 
endeavouring  to  establish  their  title.  Could 
it  have  been  required  under  such  circum- 
stances, that  they  should  do  so  ?  In  the  year 
1827,  the  Inclosure  Act  passed,  an  act  for 
the  purpose  of  inclosing  Penge  Common, 
of  which  these  pieces  of  land  formed  a 
part.  Then  it  was  for  the  first  time  they 
were  in  a  situation  in  which  they  could 
conveniently  assert  their  right,  and  ascer- 
tain their  title  to  the  property  in  question. 
What  did  they  do  on  that  occasion  ?  Their 
solicitor  instantly  applied  to  the  company, 
and  required  the  company  to  pay  to  the 
commissioner  under  that  Inclosure  Act  the 
money  in  question,  in  order  that  he  might 
apportion  it  among  the  persons  entitled  by 
Ids  award.  They  refused  to  do  so.  What 
was  the  next  step  which  was  taken  by  these 
parties?  The  plaintiffs  then  immediately 
sent  in  their  claim  of  title  to  theeommissioner ; 
that  title  was  investigated,  and  the  commis- 
sioner under  the  award  decided,  that  they 
were  entitled  to  a  certain  allotment  on  the 


common,  and  that  four  other  persons  wesre 
also  entitled  to  allotments.  It  was  therefore 
by  the  award  of  the  commissioner,  which 
was  pronounced  in  the  year  1 837,  ^at  the 
title  of  these  parties  was  first  ascertained. 
Immediately  tliat  the  title  was  ascertained, 
they  applied  for  the  payment  of  the  money ; 
the  company  refused  to  pay  the  money,  and 
this  bill  was  filed.  Is  there  anything  in 
this  view  of  the  transaction  (all  this  appears 
on  the  face  of  these  proceedings)  that  can 
justify  the  Court  in  saying,  that  there  was 
any  laches,  any  negligence,  any  conduct 
importing  or  inferring  acquiescence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs?  On  the  contrary, 
whenever  they  could  with  any  chance  of 
success  press  their  claim  against  the  defen- 
dants, they  constantly  did  so. 

But  there  is  another  consideration,  which 
is  also  of  material  importance  with  reference 
to  this  question,  as  to  the  bar  of  time,  and  it 
is  this.  The  parties  had  no  right  whatever  to 
call  for  the  payment  of  this  money  until  their 
title  was  ascertained.  That  title  was  not  ascer- 
tained until  the  award  of  the  commissioner, 
and  the  moment  the  award  of  the  commis- 
sioner was  pronounced,  when  they  had  a 
right  to  claim  the  money  (they  had  no  right 
to  claim  it  before),  they  instantly  made  a 
demand  of  the  money.  I  think  it  cannot  be 
considered,  therefore,  under  these  circum- 
stances, that  there  was  any  negligence,  or 
any  want  of  due  activity. 

There  is  another  consideration  also  ap- 
plicable to  this  part  of  the  case,  which  is 
material,  which  is  the  act  of  parliament — I 
mean  the  act  of  parliament  which  was  made 
in  the  year  1835.  I  have  mentioned  that 
the  company  were  in  a  state  of  insolvency 
during  along  period  of  time :  that  is  admitted. 
They  were  extricated  from  this  situation,  in 
consequence  of  an  agreement  which  they 
entered  into  with  the  Croydon  Railway 
Company ;  the  Croydon  Railway  Company 
agreed  to  purchase  the  site  of  the  canal  for 
the  purposes  of  the  railway.  All  this  was 
done  under  the  authority  of  an  act  of  par- 
liament. The  sum  stipulated  was  about 
40,000/.  By  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
parliament,  that  money  was  to  be  paid  to 
the  company,  not  that  they  might  dispose  of 
it  as  they  should  think  proper,  but  that  it 
might  be  applied  for  particular  purposes; 
and  those  purposes  were  the  payment  of 
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debts,  claims,  damages,  liabiliUoa  and  de- 
mands to  which  they  were  subject.  If  they 
received  this  money,  therefore,  under  the 
authority  of  this  act  of  parliament,  they  were 
bound  to  apply  it  as  the  act  of  parliament 
required ;  and  nobody  can  say  that  it  was  not 
a  claim,  demand,  and  debt  which  was  due 
from  the  company.  It  is  said,  it  is  barred 
by  time.  A  debt  is  never  barred  by  time, 
even  in  a  court  of  law.  The  Statute  of 
Limitations  does  not  bar  the  debt  or  claim, 
but  only  the  demand.  It  was  a  subsisting 
debt,  and  having  received  the  money  for  the 
purpose  of  discharging  this  obligation,  and 
the  stipulations  in  the  act  of  parliament  ap- 
pearing to  have  been  framed  in  consequence 
of  the  insolvent  state  of  the  company,  it 
appears  to  me,  that  they  were  bound  to  ap- 
ply that  money  according  to  the  requisitions 
of  the  act  of  parliament.  For  all  these  reasons 
I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  defence 
set  up,  that  time  was  a  bar  to  this  demand, 
cannot  be  sustained ;  and  in  that  opinion  I 
entirely  concur  with  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  below. 

The  next  question  is  this :  has  the  case 
of  the  plaintiffs  been  made  out  ?  are  they 
entitled  to  this  money  or  any  portion  of  it? 
The  award  of  the  commissioner  establishes 
that  they  were  entitled  in  the  year  1837, 
when  that  award  was  made,  to  a  portion  of 
the  land  at  Penge  Common,  and  &at  other 
persons  specifically  named  were  entitled  to 
portions.  The  right  of  the  plaintiff  is  traced 
from  Mr.  Scott ;  the  greater  part  of  the  pro- 
perty possessed  by  Mr.  Cator,  which  he  had 
in  the  hamlet  of  Penge,  and  the  common,  were 
derived  from  Mr.  Scott.  If  therefore  the 
commissioner  has  found,  that  in  the  year 
1837  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  com- 
mon, and  they  have  derived  their  title  from 
Mr.  Scott  as  to  a  portion  of  it,  Mr.  Scott 
must  have  been  entitled  in  the  year  1812, 
at  the  time  when  this  award  of  compensation 
was  made.  If  he  was  entitled  then  to  this 
property  at  the  time  when  the  award  of 
compensation  was  made,  he  was  entitled  to 
receive  the  money ;  and,  being  entitled  to 
receive  the  money,  he  assigns  his  interest 
to  the  present  plaintifib ;  therefore  a  title  is 
made  out  to  a  part  of  this  money — a  title  in 
the  present  plaintiffs,  and  they  are  entitled 
therefore  to  maintain  this  suit.  In  what 
proportion  they  are  entitled  does  not  appear : 


that  is  referred  to  the  consideration  of  the 
Master,  and  properly  referred.  If  they  should 
make  out  a  title  to  the  money,  or  to  any 
portion  of  it,  the  rest  follows  as  a  matter  of 
course ;  and  the  learned  Judge  has  directed 
a  reference  for  that  purpose. 

Another  objection  was  made,  that  there 
were  other  parties  interested  in  this  frmd,  and 
that  they  ought  to  be  parties  to  the  suit.  I 
think  that  the  plaintiffs  have  done  all  that  they 
could  by  possibility  do ;  they  made  parties 
to  the  suit  those  persons  in  whose  favour  the 
award  of  the  commissioner,  under  the  Inclo- 
sure  Act,  was  made;  they  had  no  means  of 
ascertaining  with  certainty  or  precision  their 
title;  nor  is  there  anything  before  the  Court 
to  shew,  who  the  persons  are  at  the  time  when 
this  c(»npensation  was  awarded — who  the 
persons  are  that  were  entitled  to  share  it 
with  the  present  plaintiffs.  All  this  rests 
as  matter  of  inquiry  before  the  Master,  and 
I  think  it  properly  rests. 

There  is  only  one  other  point  which  was 
raised,  and  to  which  it  is  necessary  to  advert; 
it  was  raised  by  Mr.  Chandless,  I  think,  iu 
the  course  of  hu  argument.  It  is  stated,  that 
the  commissioner  had  no  power  to  award 
damages,  that  the  decree  deals  not  merely 
with  the  sum  which  was  awarded  for  the 
purchase  of  the  land,  but  the  compensation 
for  damages,  the  sum  of  180Z. :  and  Mr. 
Chandless  stated,  that  in  the  act  of  parlia* 
ment,  the  second  act  of  parliament,  there 
was  no  authority  to  award  damages.  But 
with  all  deference  to  that  learned  gentleman, 
I  think  he  misapprehends  the  object  of  that 
act  of  parliament.  There  was  a  defect  in 
the  first  act  of  parliament,  and  the  48  Creo.  3. 
(the  second  act)  was  passed  for  the  purpose 
of  remedying  that  defect.  The  object  of  it 
only  is  this,  to  regulate  the  manner  in  which 
notices  shall  be  given,  and  the  manner  in 
which  the  commissioners  shall  be  assembled. 
When  the  commissioners  are  assembled  by 
virtue  of  the  provisions  of  that  act  of  parlia-^ 
ment,  they  act  not  under  the  authority  of  that 
act  only,  but  under  the  authority  of  the  first 
and  second  acts — ^both  acts— and  under  the 
first  act  they  are  authorised  and  empowered 
to  award,  not  only  the  price  of  land  which  is 
sold,  but  they  are  authorized  also  to  award 
compensation  for  damages  under  the  act.  I 
am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  decree  in 
that  particular  is  right.     Under  these  cir- 
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camstances,  considering  that  these  are  the 
only  points  made,  to  which  it  appeared  to 
me,  in  the  course  of  the  investigation,  that 
it  was  necessary  to  advert,  I  think  the  de- 
cree is  right,  and  that  the  decree  of  the  Court 
below  should  he  affirmed,  and,  I  think,  it 
should  he  affirmed  with  costs. 


L 

Nov 


.C.      \ 

V.  4.  J 


BRUCB  V.  CHARLTON. 


Legacy — Consiruciion, 

A  testator  directed  that  the  rents  of  his 
estate,  after  payment  of  certain  annuities, 
should  be  accumulated  for  five  years,  at  the 
end  of  which  time  he  gave  certain  legacies 
out  of  the  accumulations  to  several  parties ^  by 
name,  or  as  many  as  were  then  living;  and 
the  same  sum  to  be  given  at  the  expiration  of 
ten  years  from  his  death ;  and  ditto  at  fifteen 
and  twenty  years  :—Held,  that  the  legatees 
tcho  were  living  at  the  end  of  the  first  five 
years,  did  not  take  vested  interests  in  the 
legacies  to  be  paid  at  ten,  fifteen,  and  twenty 
years  ;  hut  that  the  payment  at  each  of  those 
dates  was  to  be  made  to  such  only  of  the  lega^ 
tees  as  should  be  respectively  living  at  each 
time  of  payment. 

William  Smith,  hy  his  will,  hearing  date 
the  16th  of  Fehruary  1824,  after  giving 
divers  pecuniary  legacies  and  annuities 
therein  mentioned,  proceeded  as  follows : — 
"  And  my  further  will  is,  that  all  the  small 
legacies  are  paid  immediately,  and  the  whole 
of  them,  with  all  just  demands,  settled  and 
paid  within  one  year  after  my  death.  And 
when  this  is  done,  my  further  will  is,  that 
the  rents  and  profits  of  my  different  estates' 
produce,  may  he  duly  collected,  and  put  in 
the  Bank  of  England,  in  the  names  of  my 
executors,  to  pay  the  yearly  annuities  of 
those  mentioned  in  this  will,  and  the  surplus 
to  accumulate  for  five  years ;  and  at  the  end 
of  which  time  I  leave  as  follows :  To  Henry 
William  Godfrey,  son  of  my  adopted  daugh- 
ter (late  HOI),  and  my  godson,  200^. ;  to 
my  adopted  daughter  (late  Hill),  and  Wil- 
liam Bruce,  William  Cain,  Watkin  Charlton, 
Edith  Milward,  Sophia  Skey,  Susannah 
Smith,  child  of  my  late  son  William,  hrother 
Thomas,  hrother  John,  sister  Mary,  and  Ann 
Wood,  or  as  manias  are  living,  100^.  each ; 
New  Semes,  XIII.—Chanc. 


and  to  Mary  Nott,  Sarah  Hutner,  Susan 
Smith,  Phoebe  Johnson,  William  Wallace, 
Esther  Hervey,  Ann  Leavers,  Mary  Hill, 
William  Grubb,  and  Lavinia,  late  Williams, 
or  as  many  as  are  then  living,  50^.  each. 
And  the  same  sum  to  be  given  at  the  expi- 
ration of  ten  years  from  the  time  of  my 
death  ;  and  ditto  at  fifteen  and  twenty  years 
from  my  death.  After  all  the  before-men- 
tioned is  duly  complied  with,  I  leave  and 
bequeath  as  follows : — That  the  few  annui- 
tants that  may  be  then  living,  may  be  made 
secure  by  a  purchase  in  the  bank  from  the 
money  in  the  bank  stock,  or  by  any  better 
means  my  executors  may  think  best  to 
adopt.  And  at  the  end  of  the  above  twenty 
years,  my  will  is,  that  the  whole  may  be 
sold  and  divided  as  follows — among  the 
nephews  and  nieces  of  my  brothers  John 
and  Thomas,  and  of  my  two  sisters,  Hannah 
and  Mary,  or  as  many  as  may  be  then  living, 
share  and  share  alike." 

The  question  now  brought  before  the 
Court  was,  whether  the  legatees  who  were 
living  at  the  expiration  of  the  first  five  years 
mentioned  in  the  said  testator's  will,  or  the 
personal  representatives  of  such  of  them  as 
afterwards  died,  were  entitled  to  share  in  the 
funds  which  were  to  be  divided  at  the  expi- 
ration of  ten,  fifteen,  and  twenty  years  from 
the  testator's  death. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  decided,  that  such 
only  of  the  legatees  were  entitled  to  the 
legacies  which  were  directed  to  be  paid  at 
the  expiration  of  five,  ten,  and  fifteen  years 
after  the  testator's  death,  as  were  living  at 
the  said  respective  periods  of  five,  ten,  and 
fifteen  years. 

The  representatives  of  two  legatees  who 
were  alive  at  the  expiration  of  the  first  five 
years,  but  had  since  died,  appealed  from  this 
decision. 

Mr,  Spence,  for  the  appellants,  contended, 
that  where  a  legacy  was  given  at  the  end  of 
a  certain  time,  it  was  not  a  vested  legacy ; 
and  therefore  the  legatees  in  this  case  must 
be  living  at  the  end  of  the  first  five  years,  or 
they  would  not  become  entitled  to  their  lega- 
cies :  but  that  as  to  the  subsequent  legacies, 
there  was  an  immediate  gift,  with  a  post- 
ponement of  the  time  of  payment ;  and  there- 
fore, a  vested  interest  was  created. 
Smell  V.  Dee,  2  Salk.  415. 
Goulbourn  v.  Brooks,  2  You.  &  Col.  539 ; 
s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Ex.  Eq.  83. 
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Mr.  Teed  and  Mr,  Campbell  supported 
the  decision  of  the  Vice  Chancellor. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  afRrmed  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Vice  Chancellor. 


V 

Nov 


.C.     \ 
.  25.  J 


WOODS  V,  WOODS. 


Orders — Replication,  Leave  to  withdraw. 

A  motion  for  leave  to  withdraw  a  replica^ 
tion  and  to  file  another  after  the  service  of 
suhpcenasio  rejoin,  may  he  made  to  the  Court, 
The  2Qth  Order  of  1 833,  which  directs  spe^ 
cial  applications  for  leave  to  withdraw  repli^ 
cation  to  be  made  to  the  Master,  applies  only 
where  the  withdrawal  of  the  replication  is 
for  the  purpose  of  amending  the  bilL 

This  was  a  motion  on  hehalf  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, for  leave  to  withdraw  their  replication, 
upon  an  affidavit,  that  it  had  been  dis- 
covered such  replication  was  insufficient  and 
incorrect,  on  account  of  the  names  of  several 
defendants  being  omitted.  The  replication 
had  been  ^led  in  January  1843,  the  sub- 
poena to  rejoin  in  the  following  March,  and 
in  Michaelmas  term,  1843,  an  order  for 
the  examination  of  witnesses  was  obtained 
by  the  plaintiffs.  By  the  3  &  4  Will.  4. 
c.  94.  8.  13,  it  is  directed,  that  the  Masters 
in  Ordinary  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery 
shall  hear  and  determine  all  applications  for 
time  to  plead,  answer,  or  demur,  and  for 
leave  to  amend  bills,  and  for  enlarging  pub- 
lication, and  all  such  other  matters  relating 
to  the  conduct  of  suits  in  the  said  court,  as 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  with  the  advice  and 
assistance  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  and 
Vice  Chancellor,  or  one  of  them,  shall  by 
any  general  order  or  orders  direct,  in  such 
manner,  and  under  such  rules  and  regula- 
tions as  by  any  general  order  or  orders  to 
be  also  issued  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  with 
the  advice  and  assistance  aforesaid,  shall  be 
directed. 

By  the  20th  Order  of  1833(1),  it  is 
directed,  that  all  special  applications  for 
leave  to  withdraw  replication,  as  well  as  to 
amend  bill,  shall  be  heard  and  determined 
by  the  Master  in  rotation. 


Mr.  Shebbeare,  in  support  of  the  motion, 
said,  that  it  was  necessary  to  make  this  ap- 
plication to  the  Court,  as  it  was  analogous 
to  the  application  for  amending  a  bill  after 
the  expiration  of  the  time  for  amending. 

Mr.  S.  Miller,  contra,  contended,  that 
the  statute  directed  an  application  of  this 
nature  to  be  made  to  the  Master,  and  not 
to  the  Court. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — It  appears  to 
me,  that  the  order  referred  to  was  intended 
to  apply  only  to  cases  where  the  application 
is  to  withdraw  replication  for  the  purpose  of 
amending  a  bill ;  for  the  words  of  the  20th 
order  expressly  mention  the  amendment  of  a 
bill.  I  shall,  therefore,  make  the  order,  but 
the  costs  must  be  paid  by  the  plaintiffs. 


Wigram 
Dec 


LM,  V.C.I 
.5,6.    ) 


GOLDSWORTHY  9.  CR088LEY. 


Orders — Motion  to  dismiss  BiUr^Wantof 
Prosecution. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  was  to  be 
deemed  sufficient  two  days  before  the  last 
seal  after  Trinity  term : — Held,  that  in  com» 
puting  the  second  two  months,  after  which 
the  defendant  might  move  to  dismiss,  under 
the  16th  Order  of  1828,'  the  vacation  must 
be  reckoned,  notwithstanding  the  26th  Order 
of  December  1833. 

This  was  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  bill  for 
want  of  prosecution.  The  answer  of  the 
defendant  was  filed  on  the  24th  of  May  1943, 
and  was  to  be  deemed  sufficient,  on  the  IBth 
of  July  following.  The  last  seal,  before  the 
long  vacation,  was  on  the  20th  of  July. 
More  than  two  months  had  elapsed  since 
the  answer  was  sufficient,  without  any  step 
being  taken. 

Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  motion. 

Mr,  Walker,  contrii.  —  The  defendant 
cannot  move  to  dismiss  before  the  six  weeks 
allowed  by  the  13th  amended  Order  of  1828 
(1)  have  expired ;  and  in  computing  that 
time,  the  interval  between  the  last  seal  before 
the  long  vacation  and  the  first  seal  before 
Michaelmas  term,  is  not  to  be  reckoned. 


(1)  Ord.Cui.50;  3  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  3. 


(I)  Ord.Can.  8. 
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He  cited  the  19th  Order  of  1828,  as  amend- 
ed (2),  and  the  26th  Order  of  Decemher 
1833  (3). 

Mr,  Bacon,  in  reply. — In  this  case,  the 
first  period  of  two  months  had  expired  be* 
fore  the  last  seal  after  Trinity  term.  There- 
fore, in  reckoning  the  second  period  of  two 
months,  the  vacation  will  be  counted. 

MarrioU  v.  Tarpley,  8  Sim.  18  ;  s.  c. 

5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  184. 

Barnes  v.  TwedcUe,  10  Sim.  481 ;  s.  c. 

9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  216. 

Dec.  6. — WiGRAM,  V.C. — In  this  case 
the  answer  was  to  be  deemed  sufficient,  be- 
fore the  last  seal  after  Trinity  term.  The 
plaintiff  contends,  that  as  he  is  allowed  six 
weeks  to  amend,  and  as  by  the  1 9th  Order 
the  vacations  are  not  to  be  reckoned  in  that 
time,  the  defendant  is  not  in  a  situation  to 
move  to  dismiss.  The  cases  of  Marriott  v. 
TarfUy  and  Barnes  v.  Tweddle  shew,  that 
in  computing  the  two  months  mentioned  in 
the  16th  Order,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  19th  Order :  that  being 
so,  the  vacation  must  be  counted  in  the 
second  period  of  two  months. 

The  plaintiff  then  undertook  to  speed. 


C.  1 
.5./ 


BERTOLACCI     V, 
8T0N£. 


JOHK- 


WlGRAM,  V.C. 

Nov.  25 ;  Dec 

Amendment  after  Answer — Affidavit  in 
support. 

Where  the  plaintiff  amends  his  hill  against 
a  sole  defendant^  after  answer^  hy  adding 
parties,  the  six  weeksj  allowed  by  the  I3th 
Order  of  April  1828,  will  be  computed  as 
against  the  original  defendant,  from  the  time 
that  his  answer  is  to  be  deemed  sufficient ; 
and  not  from  the  time  that  the  answers  of  the 
new  defendants  are  to  be  deemed  sufficient. 

In  support  of  an  application  to  the  Court 
to  amend,  not  within  the  13tA  Order,  the 
affidavit  required  by  the  IZth  Order  will  not 
be  sufficient ;  but  the  Court  will  require  to 
be  satisfied  of  the  occasion  and  necessity  of 
the  proposed  amendments,  and  that  no  mate^ 
rial  inconvenience  will  thereby  accrue  to  the 
defendant. 


(2)OnLCaii.14. 

(3)  Ord.  Cao.  52 ;  3  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Cbaoe.  3. 


On  the  6th  of  December  1 842,  the  bill  was 
filed  against  Johnstone,  as  sole  defendant; 
his  appearance  was  entered  on  the  7tb  of 
December,  and  the  answer  filed  on  the  3rd 
of  February  1843.  On  the  8th  of  May 
following,  the  common  order  to  amend  was 
obtained ;  and  the  bill  was  amended  on  the 
26th  of  May,  by  amending  the  case  against 
Johnstone,  and  adding  new  defendants. 
Johnstone's  answer  to  the  amended  bill  was 
filed  on  the  1st  of  July,  and  the  new  defen- 
dants had  not  yet  answered.  The  plaintiff, 
in  Michaelmas  term  1843,  made  an  applica- 
tion to  the  Master,  under  the  13th  Order  of 
November  1831  (1),  and  the  20th  Order  of 
December  1833  (2),  for  leave  to  amend  the 
bill,  supported  by  the  usual  affidavits.  The 
Master  refused  the  application,  on  the 
ground  that  as  more  than  six  weeks  had 
elapsed  from  the  time  that  the  original  an- 
swer of  Johnstone  was  to  be  held  sufficient, 
his  jurbdiction  was  gone.  This  was  a  mo- 
tion, by  way  of  appeal  from  the  Master's 
decision. 

Mr.  Burge  and  Mr.  W.  R.  EUis,  for  the 
motion,  contended,  that  the  period  of  the 
six  weeks,  under  the  13th  Order,  must  be 
computed  from  the  time  of  the  answers  to 
the  amended  bills  being  sufficient,  for  the 
amended  bill  must  be  considered  as  an 
original  bill. 

Evans  v.  Hughes,  5  Sim.  QQQ. 
Tlie  Attorney  General  v.  Nethercoat, 
2  Myl.  &  Cr.  604 ;  s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.s.)  Chanc.  75. 
Matchitt  V.  Palmer,  10  Sim.  241. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  James  Parker, 
contra. — The  six  weeks,  within  which  the 
application  can  be  made  to  the  Master,  are 
to  be  computed  from  the  time  of  the  original 
answer  being  sufficient. 

The  Attorney  General  v.  Nethercoat. 

Lloyd  V.  Waite,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  257. 

Haddelsea  v.  Ntvile,  4  Beav.  28 ;  s,  c. 

10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  233. 
If  this  is  to  be  treated  as  an  original  appli- 
cation to  the  Court,  then  the  affidavits  in 
support  are  not  sufficient. 

Phillips  y.   Goding,  1  Hare,  40;  s.  c. 

11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  90. 
Haddelsea  v.  Nevile. 

(1)  Ord.  Can.  8. 

(2)  Ortl.  Cnn.  50  i  3  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  a. 
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Dec  5. — ^WiGRAM,  V.C. — In  this  case 
an  application  by  the  plaintiff,  for  leave  to 
amend  his  bill,  had  been  made  before  the 
Master  during  last  tenn,  and  that  applica- 
tion was  supported  by  the  affidavit  required 
by  the  13th  Order  of  April  1828,  as  amended 
in  November  1 831.    It  was  opposed,  before 
the   Master,  by  the  defendant  Johnstone, 
upon  the  suggestion  that  the   six  weeks, 
within  which  the  plaintiff  must  make  his 
application,  under  that  Order,  had  expired ; 
and  the  Master  being  of  that  opinion  re- 
fused the  application.    If  the  six  weeks  had 
expired,  without  doubt  the  Master's  juris- 
diction was  gone.  Whatever  other  difference 
of  opinion  may  have  existed  upon  that  point, 
the  decisions  are  clear,  that  the  Master  has 
no   power   to    dispense   with   the  general 
orders  of  the  Court — Lloyd  v.  Wait,  Smith 
v.  JVebster(3).     The  plaintiff 's  application 
to   the  Court  was  rested  upon  that  13th 
Order,  and  the  affidavit  required  thereunder, 
and  upon  no  other  ground.    If,  in  this  case, 
Johnstone  had  continued  a  sole  defendant, 
the  question  could  not  have  arisen.     The 
material  facts  of  the  case  are  these.     [His 
Honour  here  stated  the  various  proceedings 
in  the  cause.  ]   The  plaintiff  had  obtained  one 
order  to  amend  after  answer :  and  the  13th 
Order  prescribes,  that  no  further  order  to 
amend,  as  thereinbefore  mentioned,  shall  be 
granted,  unless  within  six  weeks,  &c.,  after 
the  answer  is  to  be  deemed  sufficient.     It 
is  admitted,  that  at  the  time  of  the  applica- 
tion to  the  Master,  the  six  weeks  had  long 
since  expired,  supposing  Johnstone  had  con- 
tinued a  sole  defendant.    The  plaintiff  tliere- 
fore  contends,  that  the  addition  of  the  new 
defendants  takes  the  case  out  of  the  1 3th 
Order  as  against  the  original  defendant ;  and 
because  the  plaintiff,  having  had  no  order 
to  amend  against  the  new  defendants,  has  a 
right  against  them,  that  will  draw  with  it  a 
right  also  against  the  original  defendant. 
That  argument,  if  well  founded,  might  su- 
persede the  necessity  of  an  affidavit ;  for  as 
against  the  new  defendants,  the  plaintiff  has 
a  right  to  amend  his  bill  once,  as  of  course ; 
the  plaintiff  admits,   that  as  against  the 
original  defendant  the  affidavit  was  neces- 
sary ;  and  the  defendant  urged,  that  if  that 
was  so,  the  1 3th  Order,  as  to  the  six  weeks, 
would  apply  also. 

(3)  3Myl.&Cr.  2*4. 


But  it  is  said,  that  by  the  sound  con- 
struction of  the  1 3th  Order,  the  addition 
of  new  defendants  gives  a  new  terminus, 
from  which  to  compute  the  time  allowed 
for  amending.  If  such  construction  were 
right,  the  13th  Order  would,  in  effect,  be 
abrogated ;  for  the  plaintiff,  by  omitting  a 
necessary  party  in  the  first  instance,  might 
acquire  the  right  of  amending  toiies  quoties 
against  the  original  defendant.  The  order 
must  be  applied  separately  as  against  each 
defendant.  If  the  plaintiff  chooses  to  amend 
against  one  defendant,  before  making  the 
necessary  parties,  he  cannot  acquire  a  right 
to  deprive  the  original  defendant  of  the 
benefit  of  the  13th  Order— 77rc  Attorney 
General  v.  Nethercoat,  HaddeUea  v.  Nevile^ 
Matchitt  V.  Palmer, 

So  far  as   the  question  depends  upon 
the  jurisdiction    of  the   Master,    I   think 
the   Master  was  right.     But  though  the 
Master   has   no  power  to   give   leave   to 
amend,   yet  undoubtedly   the   Court  has. 
This  brings   me   to   the  consideration   of 
the  only  argument  by  which  the  plaintiff's 
application  could  have  been  sustained,  and 
to  wliich  I  endeavoured  to  point  the  atten- 
tion of  counsel,  viz.  by   considering  the 
application  before  me  as  an  original  appli- 
cation, and  not  by  way  of  appeal,  and  by 
contending,  that  the  affidavit  required  by 
the  13th  Order  was  all  that  was  necessary. 
In  The  Attorney  General  v.  Nethereoaif  the 
Lord   Chancellor  held,  that  the  affidavit, 
required  by  the  13th  Order,  was  indispen- 
sable in  a  case  of  indulgence,  though  such 
case  was  not  within  that  order.    In  MatchiU 
V.  Palmer,  the  Vice  Chancellor  gave  leave  to 
amend  upon  that  affidavit  only,  but  no  ob- 
jection was  taken  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
affidavit.     In    HaddeUea   v.    Nevile^  the 
ground  of  the  application  was,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  discovered  new  matter  since 
the  last  amendment.   The  report  states,  that 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  not  satisfied 
with  the  affidavits,  but  the  particulars  are 
not  given.    My  own  opinion  is,  that  in  order 
to  preserve  the  ISth  Order,  for  any  useful 
purpose,  the  affidavits  required  by  that  order 
ought  not  alone  to  satisfy  the  Court  in  a  case 
not  falling  wholly  withm  that  order.     I  do 
not  mean  that  the  Court  should  lay  down 
any  strict  rule ;  but  it  ought  to  know  enough 
of  the  case  to  shew  why  the  parties  were 
not  made  originally  defendants,  and  how 
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the  plaintiff  became  placed  in  his  present 
poddon,  and  that  no  material  inconvenience 
will  be  caused  to  the  original  defendant. 
It  was  said,  that  no  answer  to  the  amend* 
meats  was  required  from  Johnstone,  but  in 
the  abstract  that  makes  no  difference,  for 
the  amendments  may  be  such  as  that  he 
may  feel  it  necessary  to  answer  them.  The 
plaintiff  may  consider,  whether  he  will 
have  the  present  motion  dismissed  without 
prejudice  to  a  new  motion,  or  whether  the 
present  motion  shall  stand  over,  with  liberty 
to  mention  it  again.  In  either  way,  the 
plaintiff  must  pay  the  costs,  as  he  is  asking 
for  indulgence. 


M 
Dec 


tf.R.       \ 
.12,14./ 


SnCKNEY  V.  KNIGHT. 


Evidence — Payment  out  of  Court — Iden" 
iUy. 

A  sum  of  stock  standing  in  court  to  the 
account  of  A.  By  ordered  to  be  transferred 
to  C,  Df  the  father  and  administrator  of 
A.  By  on  evidence  of  letters  from  abroad  to 
C,  Dy  from  the  owner  of  the  vessel,  and  his 
elerky  on  board  of  whidi  A,  B.  died,  and  of 
a  foreign  newspaper,  announcing  A.  B*s 
d^h  on  board  the  same  vessel,  and  also  on 
evidence  of  receipt  and  identity  of  a  box 
containing  a  flute  and  mathematical  instru^ 
mentsfrom  abroad,  which  had  been  given  to 
A.  B.  on  his  quitting  this  country ;  none  of 
the  crew  of  the  vessel,  on  board  of  which 
A,  B.  was  stated  to  have  died,  being  in  this 
country. 

This  was  an  application  for  the  pay- 
ment out  of  court  of  a  sum  of  stock  stand- 
ing to  the  account  of  the  infant  plaintiff, 
U.  K.  Stickney.  From  the  affidavit  of 
Samuel  Stickney,  the  father  and  adminis- 
trator of  H.  K.  Stidcney,  it  appeared,  that 
in  December  1841,  he  received  a  letter 
from  U.  K.  Stickney,  written  from  the 
State  of  Massachusetts,  in  America,  bearing 
the  post-mark  of  Salem,  in  which  H.  K. 
Stickney  informed  Samuel  Stickney  of  his 
intention  to  embark  on  board  the  barque 
Cavalier,  an  American  vessel,  bound  for 
Zanzibar,  on  the  coast  of  Africa ;  that  the 
barqae  belonged  to  David  Piogrce,  of  Salem, 
as  S.  Stickney  had  been  informed  by  David 


Pingree,  and  also  by  David  Moore,  the 
confidential  clerk  of  David  Pingree,  who 
was  in  this  country  in  August  1843,  and 
dined  with  S.  Stickney  several  times ;  that 
David  Pingree  was  an  American  merchant, 
residing  at  Salem,  and  acted  as  the  agent  of 
S.  Stickney;  that  in  October  1842,  S. 
Stickney  received  an  account  of  the  death 
of  his  son  H.  K.  Stickney  Irom  David  Pin- 
gree, who  then  resided  at  Salem,  his  death 
having  been  occasioned  by  a  fall  from  the 
foretop  upon  the  deck ;  that  S.  Stickney 
received  a  similar  account  of  the  death  of 
H.  K.  Stickney  from  David  Moore,  who 
wrote  to  some  of  his  acquaintance  at  New 
York,  directing  them  to  forward  to  S.  Stick- 
ney a  box,  containing  some  African  curio- 
sities, mathemarical  instruments,  and  other 
effects  which  had  belonged  to  H.  K.  Stick- 
ney, and  which  box  S.  Stickney  had  since 
received ;  that  the  barque  CavaUer  had  not 
been  to  England  since  June  1842  ;  that  he 
believed  that  if  the  barque  had  been  to  Eng- 
land since  that  month,  David  Pingree  would 
have  directed  the  captain  thereof  to  call  on 
S.  Stickney,  and  that  he  would  have  known 
thereof  from  some  of  his  mercantile  friends ; 
that  in  October  1842,  S.  Stickney  received 
from  George  Oden,  a  friend  residing  at 
Boston,  in  America,  a  Boston  newspaper, 
called  The  Daily  Evening  Transcript,  for 
September  22,  1842,  containing  the  follow- 
ing announcement  :^*'  Death  on  board  the 
barque  Cavalier,  July  7,  by  a  fall  from 
aloft,  Hood  K.  Stickney,  of  Charlestown, 
Massachusetts,  aged  nineteen  ;**  and  that 
according  to  the  best  of  S.  Stickney *s  belief 
none  of  the  crew  of  the  barque  were  now  in 
this  country. 

Mr.  E,  J.  Lloyd,  for  the  petitioner. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  having  express- 
ed a  wish,  that  inquiry  should  be  made 
for  evidence  in  corroboration  of  the  facts 
stated  in  the  father's  affidavit,  on  the  14th 
of  December  an  affidavit  was  made  by  the 
sister  of  the  deceased,  in  which,  after  stating 
that  she  had  read  the  affidavit  of  her  father, 
she  deposed,  that  she  opened  the  box  referred 
to  in  her  father's  affidavit,  which  contained 
(amongst  other  things)  a  prayer  book,  which 
she  well  recollected  to  have  belonged  to  her 
late  brother,  H.  K.  Stickney,  as  the  same 
contained  the  name  of  the  said  H.  K.  Stick- 
ney, and  also  the  name  of  her  mother,  and 
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had  formerly  belonged  to  the  deponent's 
deceased  uncle ;  that  the  box  also  contained 
a  copy  of  a  song  which  she  herself  made 
and  gave  to  her  fate  brother,  H.  K.  Stick- 
ney,  prior  to  his  leaving  this  country  for 
America  ;  that  the  box  also  contained  some 
African  curiosities,  a  flute,  and  some  mathe- 
matical instruments;  that  the  said  H.  K. 
Stickney  had  a  flute  and  some  mathe- 
matical instruments,  prior  to  his  leaving 
this  country  for  America,  which  were  given 
to  him  by  his  father ;  and  she  believed  that 
the  flute  and  mathematical  instruments  con- 
tained in  the  box  were  the  same  flute  and 
mathematical  instruments  which  were,  as 
she  believed,  given  to  H.  K.  Stickney  by 
his  father. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  observ- 
ing that  it  was  not  probable  that  better 
evidence  of  the  death  of  II.  K.  Stickney 
could  be  procured,  ordered  the  sum  of  stock 
to  be  transferred  to  the  petitioner,  as  the 
administrator  of  the  said  H.  K.  Stickney. 


M 
Dec 


.R.     \ 
;.  18.  / 


ST.  VICTOR  r.  DEVEREUX. 


Pauper — Irregularity, 

A  plainUff^  the  assignee  of  the  interests 
of  certain  parties  of  a  fund  in  court,  obtained, 
on  petition,  as  of  course,  accompanied  by  the 
usual  oath,  the  common  order  to  sue  in  forma 
pauperis : — Held,  that  such  order  uxis  irre^ 
gular,  and  that  a  special  application  ought 
to  have  been  made  to  the  Court,  for  leave  to 
sue  in  forma  pauperis. 

If  the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  not 
mentioned  to  the  officer  of  the  court  on  the 
plaintiff  applying  for  the  order  as  of  course, 
the  order  will  not  afterwards  he  sustained 
upon  the  merits, 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr,  Beavan 
moved  to  discharge  an  order,  obtained  by 
the  plaintiff  in  this  court,  on  petition,  as  of 
course,  to  sue  in  formd  pauperis.  The 
plaintiff  was  the  assignee  of  one  of  three 
parties,  and,  by  virtue  of  a  power  of  procu- 
ration, the  assignee  of  the  personal  repre- 
sentatives of  the  two  other  parties  who  had 
claims  on  a  fund  in  court,  which  had  been 


paid  under  the  treaty  of  Paris,  by  way  of 
compensation  for  an  estate  which  had  been 
confiscated  by  the  revolutionary  government 
of  France.  The  suit  belonged  to  the  Court 
of  the  Vice  Chancellor  of  England.  It  was 
contended,  that  a  party  suing  in  autre  droii 
could  not  be  allowed  to  sue  in  formd  pau-* 
peris ; — 

Oldfield  V.  Cobbett,  2  Bea.  444,  and  3 

Bea.  432 ;  s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 

Chanc.  232  ; 
Paradice  v.  Sheppard,  1  Dick.  136; 
and  that,  where  in  a  case  like  the  present, 
a  party  was  entitled  partly  in  his  own 
right,  and  partly  in  right  of  another  person, 
he  must  make  a  special  application  to  the 
Court  to  obtain  the  necessary  order  — 
Thompson  V,  Thompson  {!), 

\_Mr,  G.  Turner,  amicus  Cfin*^,  mentioned 
a  case  which  occurred  some  years  ago  in 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  before  Alexander, 
C.B.,  where  his  Lordship  refused  to  permit 
an  assignee  from  a  clergyman  of  Easter 
offerings,  to  sue  in  formd  pauperis,^ 

Air,  W,  Lee,  contra,  said,  the  other  par- 
ties in  the  suit  had  been  guilty  of  great 
delay ;  and  that  the  case  was  one  well 
deserving  the  attention  of  the  Court;  and 
that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  order 
could  not  be  considered  an  irregular  one. 

The  Master  of  the  RoLLs.-^There  are 
few  things  more  important  than  that  parties, 
who  obtain  orders  of  the  Court,  should 
closely  confine  themselves  to  all  that  really 
ought  to  be  considered.  It  is  on  the  alle- 
gations made  on  the  application  for  the  order 
of  the  Court,  that  the  order  is  made.  If 
those  allegations  omit  something  that  is 
material  to  be  taken  into  consideration,  the 
order  so  obtained  is  an  irregular  order.  In 
this  case,  the  order  was  obtained  on  the 
simple  and  common  allegation  of  the  poverty 
of  the  plaintiff — nothing  more ;  and  if  the 
plaintiff  was  suing  in  his  own  right,  it  would 
be  quite  regular  to  obtain  the  order  in  the 
way  in  which  he  did ;  but  if  he  was  suing  in 
a  character  which  required  of  the  Court  a 
special  consideration  of  the  circumstances, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining,  on  the  con- 

(1)1  Turn.  &  V.  Chtnc  Pr.  6 IS.  6th  edit.  Hil. 
Una,  1824. 
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sidention  of  those  citcumstaTices,  whether 
he  was  entitled  to  sue  in  formd  pauperis 
or  not,  then  those  matters  ought  to  have 
been  adverted  to  in  his  application ;  and, 
beyond  all  doubt,  it  would  have  required  a 
special  application  to  the  Court,  when,  if 
the  Court  decided,  on  the  consideration  of  all 
the  circumstances,  that  he  was  entitled  to 
be  considered  as  a  pauper,  the  proper  order 
would  have  been  made  to  admit  him  to  sue  in 
formd  pauperis.  Lord  Cottenham  laid  down 
the  rule,  that  when  an  order  was  made,  and  an 
application  was  afterwards  made  to  discharge 
that  order  for  irregularity,  if,  considering 
&e  circumstances  under  which  the  order 
was  made,  there  was  irregularity  of  proceed- 
ing, and  those  circumstances  were  brought 
before  the  Judge  on  the  application  to  dis- 
charge it,  he  would  discharge  the  order,  and 
leave  the  party  the  opportunity  of  obtaining, 
by  a  regular  course  of  proceeding,  an  order 
on  a  proper  application  for  the  purpose; 
and  sueh  has  been  the  practice  in  this  court. 
The  merits  of  the  case,  the  nature  of  the 
plaintiff's  interest,  and  questions  of  that 
kind,  can  only  be  taken  into  consideration 
by  me,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whe- 
ther a  question  arises,  which  makes  it  ma- 
terial for  me  to  have  the  matter  considered 
before  the  order  to  admit  the  party  to  sue 
in  formd  pauperis  is  granted.  I  thmk  that 
the  particular  circumstances  of  the  present 
case  ougkt  tn  hate  been  dlud?ed  to  beft)re 
Ae  order  to  sue  in  formd  pauperis  was 
obtained,  and  that  not  having  been  done, 
ihe  order  is  irregular,  and  must  be  dis- 
chaiged,  but,  under  the  circumstances,  with- 
out costs.  The  plaintiff  may,  notwithstand- 
ing this  order,  apply  to  the  Vice  Chancellor 
of  England  on  the  merits,  fbr  leave  to  sue 
in  fotmd  pauperis. 


d^ 


AnmUty"^  Deed — Construction — Provi^^ 
uonfor  IlUgiUmate  Child. 

Hie  reputed  faiher  of  an  illegitimate  child 
executed  a  deed  upon  the  marriage  of  the 
taoiher,  by  which  he  granted  to  a  trustee  an 
anmuitg  of  26^.  per  anntifn,  to  he  paid  to  the 
husband  for  his  life,  and  then  to  the  child  for 


her  life;  with  a  proviso,  that  if  the  husband 
did  not  provide  proper  maintenance  and  edu- 
cation for  the  child,  the  annuity  was  to  be  no 
longer  payable  to  him,  buCwas  to  be  applied 
for  the  benefit  of  the  child.  The  child  died 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  husband : — Held,  (re- 
versing  the  decision  of  the  Court  below,)  that 
the  annuity  did  not  cease  on  the  death  of  the 
child. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  suit  was  the  reputed 
Neither  of  an  illegitimate  child,  the  mother  of 
which  intermarried  with  Ashby,  one  of  the 
defendants,  in  April  1832.  A  day  or  two 
before  the  marriage,  the  plaintiff  gave  to 
Ashby  a  memorandum,  in  the  following 
words:— "London,  April  16,  1832.  This 
memorandum  of  settlement,  intended  to  be 
made  by  [the  plaintiff]  on  behalf  of  William 
Ashby,  of  lOs.  per  week  from  tbis  date, 
during  the  Hfe  of  William  Ashby,  and  after 
his  decease  to  the  daughter  of  his  wife, 

Elizabeth  Ashby,  named ,  for  the 

sole  use  and  benefit  of  the  aforesaid,  to  be 
paid  as  may  be  agreed." 

By  a  subsequent  indenture,  of  the  23rd 
of  June  1832,  made  between  the  plaintiff  of 
the  first  part,  Ashby  of  the  second  ptirt, 
£.  A,  the  illegitimate  child,  of  the  third  part, 
and  a  trustee,  of  the  fourth  part,  after  reciting 
that  the  plaintiff,  being  desirous  of  making 
some  provision  for  the  maintenance,  educa- 
tion, and  subsequent  advancemmt  in  life  of 
the  said  child,  had  proposed  to  Ashby  to 
grant,  or  otherwise  weU  assure  unto  or  in 
trust  for  him,  to  be  applied  as  thereinafter 
mentioned,  and  on  the  terms  and  conditions 
thereinafter  expressed,  an  annuity  of  26/. 
per  annum,  issuing  out  of  the  hereditaments 
thereinafter  described,  the  plaintiff  granted 
and  demised  certain  hereditaments  to  a  trus- 
tee fbr  99  years,  if  either  of  them,  E.  A.  or 
Ashby,  should  so  long  live,  upon  trust  out 
of  the  rents  to  pay  to  Ashby,  during  his  life, 
an  annuity  of  261.  per  annum,  with  a  pro- 
portionate ptot  from  the  last  of  the  days  of 
payment  Mp  to  the  day  of  Ashby's  decease ; 
and  tifter  the  decease  of  Ashby,  then  to  pay 
the  said  annuity  of  26/.,  should  the  said  £.  A. 
be  then  living  and  under  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  for  and  towards  her  maintenance 
and  education  in  the  meanwhile ;  and  after 
she  should  have  attained  twenty -one,  then  to 
pay  such  annuity  of  26/.  to  her  during  her 
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life.  And  the  said  indenture  contained  a 
provision,  that  in  case  Ashby  should  not  at 
all  times  during  his  life  demean  and  behave 
himself  with  respect  and  civility  towards 
E.  A,  and  should  not  find  and  provide  for 
her,  at  his  expense,  proper  and  sufficient 
wearing  apparel,  meat,  drink,  lodging,  &c., 
and  should  not  also,  at  the  like  expense, 
cause  and  procure  her  to  be  duly  educated 
in  a  suitable  and  proper  manner,  according 
to  his  situation  in  life,  and  as  if  £.  A.  were 
his  own  child,  then  the  annuity  thereinbefore 
given  to  Ashby  was  to  cease ;  and  the  trus- 
tee was  then  to  apply  it  for  the  benefit  of 
£.  A.  during  the  life  of  Ashby. 

£.  A.  died  in  1835,  but  the  plaintiff 
continued  to  pay  the  annuity  to  Ashby  till 
September  1839,  when  he  discontinued  the 
payment. 

In  1840,  the  trustee  of  the  indenture  of 
1832  brought  an  action  of  ejectment  against 
the  tenant  of  the  hereditaments,  and  obtained 
a  verdict,  with  liberty  for  the  plaintiff  to 
move  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  nonsuit.  A 
motion  was  accordingly  made,  in  Easter 
term,  1840,  when  Parke,  B.  was  of  opinion 
that  the  annuity  had  not  ceased  upon  the 
death  of  E.  A.  The  annuity  was  now  in 
arrear,  and  another  action  of  ejectment  had 
been  commenced. 

The  bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  an- 
nuity ceased  on  the  death  of  E.  A,  and  that 
the  term  ought  to  be  surrendered,  and  the 
indenture  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled ; 
or  for  a  new  trustee  and  a  receiver,  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  annuity 
was  still  subsisting. 

Upon  a  motion  being  made  before  the 
Vice  Chancellor  of  England,  on  the  5th  of 
July  1843,  his  Honour,  being  of  opinion 
that  the  annuity  was  intended  as  a  provision 
for  the  child  only,  ordered,  that  an  injunc- 
tion, which  had  been  granted  ex  parte  to  stay 
the  proceedings  in  the  action  at  law,  should 
be  continued  ;  and  referred  it  to  the  Master 
to  appoint  a  receiver  of  the  estates  on  wbidi 
the  annuity  was  charged. 

A  motion  was  now  made  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  by  way  of  appeal,  that  the 
order  of  the  Vice  Chancellor  might  be 
discharged. 

Mr,  Teed  and  Mr,  Schomberg  appeared 
for  the  defendant  Ashby ; 

Mr,  Btukf  for  the  defendant  Cary ;  and 


Mr,  JameB  Ru99eU  imd  Mr,  Elli$,  for  the 
plaintiff 

The  Lord  Chancellor  was  of  opinion 
that  the  annuity  did  not  determine  upon  the 
death  of  the  child ;  and  therefore,  that  the 
injunction  ought  to  be  dissolved. 


.} 


RICE  V.  GORDON. 


v.c. 

Nov.  9, 16 

Production  of  Documents — Perjury, 

Upon  a  defendant  refusing  to  produce 
documents  which  might  he  used  in  evidence 
against  him,  in  an  indictment  for  perjury , — 
Jt  was  heldj  that  the  defendant  could  ne/  be 
protected  where  the  crime  was  commitied 
subsequently  to  the  institution  of  the  suit, 

Mr*  Cole  moved  for  the  production  of 
documents,  admitted  by  the  answer  to  be  in 
the  possession  of  the  defendant.  The  defen-- 
dant,  who  had  been  indicted  for  perjury 
since  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  refused 
to  produce  the  doemnentt,  alleging  that  they 
were  required  by  the  plaintiff,  as  evidence 
in  support  of  the  indictment*  The  suit 
related  to  certain  bill  transactions  between 
the  parties,  and  the  documents  conaisled  of 
bills  of  exchange. 

Mr,  Chandless  appealed  to  oppose  the 
motion,  and  contended,  that  the  rule  of  the 
Court  was,  that  a  defendant  should  not  be 
compelled  to  answer,  where,  by  answerkig, 
he  should  lay  himself  open  to  a  crimtiud 
charge*  Thk  was  decided  in  Faaeton  t. 
Douglas  (I), 

The  Vice  CHANCELLOR.-^The  question 
is  a  very  short  one.  The  Court  must  take 
care  that  the  rule  protecting  a  defendant 
from  answering  so  as  to  criminate  himself, 
is  so  used  as  not  to  destroy  the  juadee 
which  the  Court  administers.  A  defendant, 
after  swearing  falsely,  may  not  protect  him- 
self by  his  own  misconduct.  In  the  case 
cited,  which  was  before  Lord  Eldon,  just 
the  same  set  of  circumstances  occurred,  but 
then  it  was  not  in  the  suit  or  with  reference 
to  it ;  this,  on  the  contrary,  has  occurred 

(1)  19  Vea.  225. 
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enoe  tbe  edmoiiiiceBenl  of  tke  lOit :  if  I 
were  to  do  this,  I  should  be  holding  out  an 
inducement  to  perjury. 

This  case  bemg  again  mentioned  upon  a 
suhsaquent  day,-* 

TheVicB  CHANCBLLORsaid,  if  I  were  not 
to  giant  this  motion,  I  should  be  inducing  a 
pefaon  to  commit  perjury,  for  the  purpose 
of  refusing  to  produce  any  documents  which 
might  injure  his  case. 


V.C. 

Nov.  21 


.} 


WILLIAMS  V.  OWEN. 


Mortgage — Sureties, 

A  mortgage  was  effected  for  8002.  tipon 
certain  property^  and  the  three  plaintiffs 
became  9uretie$  for  securing  the  repayment. 
The  mortgagee  lent  a  further  sum  of  100/. 
upon  the  same  property,  unknoum  to  the 
sureties.  The  mortgagor  faUed  to  repay  the 
sum  advancedj  and  the  sureties  were  com" 
peUed  to  pay  the  SOOL  The  mortgagee  then 
refused  to  give  up  his  security  unless  the 
further  sum  of  100/.  was  paid : — Held^  that 
the  mortgagee  was  justified  in  lending  the 
further  sum,  and  the  sureties  must  pay  100/. 
more  before  they  could  stand  in  the  place  of 
the  mortgagee. 

The  object  of  this  suit  was  to  recover  the 
sum  of  800/.  and  interest  and  expenses 
from  the  defendants,  Owen  Owens  and  Do- 
rothy his  wife,  as  the  representatiyes  of 
David  Bvans,  deceased,  by  obtaining  pos- 
session of  a  windmill  and  other  premises, 
upon  which  the  same  was  secured. 

The  bill  stated,  that  on  the  4th  of  June 
1886,  Robert  Roberts  assigned  the  windmill 
for  sixty  years  to  D.  Evans,  by  way  of 
mortgage,  for  securing  800/.  and  interest; 
and  the  plaintiffs,  Robert  Williams,  £d- 
waid  Williams,  and  William  Williams,  to- 
gether widi  three  other  persons,  entered 
into  a  covenant  to  pay  the  said  800/.  to  D. 
Evans,  in  case  Roberts  failed  to  do  so. 
R.  Roberts  fieuled  to  repay  the  800/. ;  and  D. 
Evans,  in  February  1889,  brought  an  action 
against  the  plaintiffs,  and  they  having  no 
defence,  it  was  arranged,  on  the  Ist  of 
August  1889,  by  a  Judge's  order  of  that 
date,  that  the  plaintiffs  should  pay  D.  Evans 
New  SSRiEf,  XIII.^Chanc. 


the  800/.  with  interest ;  and  on  such  pay«» 
ment  Evans  was  to  give  up  to  the  plaintiiSi 
the  mortgage  deed.  The  sum  so  agreed  to 
be  paid,  was  accordingly  paid  by  the  plain* 
tiffs,  but  Evans  refused  to  give  up  the  mort- 
gage deed,  alleging  that  he  h^d  it  as  a 
security  for  a  further  sum  of  100/.  advanced 
by  him  to  Roberts  upon  a  second  mortgage 
i^the  same  premises.  The  bill  prayed,  tluit 
an  account  might  be  taken,  and  that  it  might 
be  declared  that  the  plaintiffii  should  stand 
in  the  place  of  the  said  D.  Evans,  or  his 
personal  representatives,  as  mortgagees  of 
the  poemises  for  what  should  be  found  due 
to  them ;  and  that  in  de£uilt  of  payment, 
the  premises  might  be  assigned  to  them ; 
and  that  if  any  further  advance  should  be 
found  to  have  been  made  subsequently  to 
the  800/.,  then  that  it  might  be  declared 
that  such  further  advance  was  posterior  to 
the  plaintiffs*  equitable  lien  or  charge  upon 
the  premises. 

Mr,  Purvis  and  Mr.  Heathfield,  for  the 
plaintiffs,  said,  the  question  was,  whether 
David  Evans,  the  mortgagee,  had  a  right, 
as  against  the  plaintiffs,  to  tack  the  second 
mortgage,  for  100/.  and  interest,  to  the  first 
mortgage  of  800/.  and  interest,  and  con- 
tended, that  he  bad  no  right  to  do  so,  on 
the  principle,  that  a  first  mortgagee  having 
notice  of  a  subsequent  incumbrance,  and 
making  a  further  advance,  for  which  he 
takes  a  further  charge,  cannot  tack  such 
further  charge  as  against  the  subsequent  in- 
cumbrance ;  and  also  on  the  principle,  that 
the  debtor  and  creditor  cannot  do  any  act 
to  prejudice  the  security  :  that  the  plaintiff, 
having  paid  off  the  first  mortgage,  were 
entitled  to  an  assignment  from  D.  Evans  of 
that  mortgage,  and  to  have  the  mortgage 
deed  delivered  up  to  them  as  well.  The 
plaintiffs  contracted  to  stand  as  surety  for 
the  800/.,  but  certainly  could  not  be  com- 
pelled to  pay  more  than  that  for  which  they 
intended  to  benefit  the  mor^agor.  The 
plaintiifs  would  be  entitled  to  the  same  rights 
as  the  mortgagee,  if  they  paid  off  the  mort- 
gage-money— Copis  V.  Middleton  (1). 

Mr,  Stuart  and  Mr,  Piggott,  for  the  de- 
fendants, contended,  that  the  sureties  could 
not  have  an  assignment  without  paying  off 


(1)  Turn.  &  Ruas.  224;  8.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep. 
Chano.  82. 
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the  second  charge.  The  mortgagee  was 
entitled  to  tack  the  further  sum  advanced, 
which  would  constitute  the  first  charge  upon 
the  property.  When  the  sureties  paid  off 
the  debt,  they  were  only  able  to  place  them- 
selves as  creditors  of  the  mortgagor  from 
the  time  of  such  pa3rment ;  and  that  having 
been  subsequent  to  the  second  mortgage 
debt,  they  could  not  have  priority  over  such 
second  mortgage. 

Mr,  Bagshatoe^  for  Robert  Roberts. 

Mr,  PurviSf  in  reply. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — The  question 
is,  whether,  these  gentlemen  having  made 


no  stipulation  as  to  the  character  in  which 
David  Evans  stood,  he  was  not  at  liberty 
to  lend  a  further  sum.  If  there  had  been 
nothing  but  the  mortgage  deed,  the  plain- 
tiffs would  have  had  an  equity  on  the 
deed ;  but  where  there  is  no  restraint  at  all, 
I  cannot  say  Evans  was  prevented  from 
lending  a  further  sum.  If  the  plaintiffs 
want  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  3002.,  they 
must  do  such  an  equity  as  will  entitle  them 
to  the  100/.  The  only  way  for  them  to  do 
complete  equity,  is,  that  they  should  pay 
the  second  advance  of  100/.,  and  then  stand 
in  the  place  of  the  mortgagee  for  both 
6ums. 
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THE  DUKE  OF  BRUNS- 
WICK V,  THE  KING 
OF  HANOVER. 


Pleading — Demurrer —  Process — Juris-- 
diction — Equity — Sovereign  Prince —  Sub^ 
jcct — Foid  Instrument — State  Transactions, 

A  bill  wasJUedf  by  Charles  Frederick  Duke 
of  Brunswickf  against  the  King  of  Hanover^ 
vho  was  sued  as  Ernest  Augusttis  Duke  of 
Cumberland  and  Teviotdale  in  Great  Bri^ 
tain,  and  Earl  of  Armagh  in  Ireland.  The 
bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  a  certain 
instrument,  dated  the  6th  of  February  and 
the  Uth  of  March  1833,  and  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  Duke  of  Cambridge  as  guardian 
of  the  fortune  and  property  of  the  plaintiff, 
andof  the  persons  appointed  managers  under 
him,  and  the  subsequent  appointment  of  the 
defendant  as  such  guardian,  were  absolutely 
toid;  and  that  the  defendant  was  liable 
to  aeeouni  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  property 
and  effects  of  the  plaintiff  possessed  by  the 
defendant;  and  that  accounts  might  accord- 
ingly betaken.  It  stated,  that  in  1830  the 
plaintiff  was  the  reigning  Duke  of  Brunswick, 
and  was,  in  his  private  capacity,  possessed 
and  entitled  to  real  and  personal  property, 
o/  great  amount,  in  Brunswick,  England, 
Hanover,  France,  and  elsewhere  in  Europe ; 
thai  the  duchy  of  Brunswick  bordered  on  the 
kingdom  of  Hanover;    that  in   September 


1830  King  William  the  Fourth  of  England 
was  King  of  Hanover,  and  the  Duke  of  Cam- 
bridge  viceroy  of  Hanover,  acting  under  the 
aut?u>rity  of  the  former ;  that  pending  a  re- 
volutionary movement,  in  1830,  in  Bruns- 
wick, a  decree  of  the  Germanic  Diet  was 
made,  whereby  the  plaintiff* s  brother,  Duke 
William,  became  Duke  of  Brunswick ;  that 
the  plaintiff  was  thereby  dethroned ;  that  by 
an  instrument,  dated  in  the  year  1833,  signed 
by  King  William  the  Fourth  and  William 
Duke  of  Brunswick,  the  plaintiff  was  de- 
prived of  the  management  of  his  fortune,  and 
the  Duke  of  Cambridge  appointed  supreme 
guardian,  with  power  to  appoint  adminis- 
trators of  the  fortune  of  the  plaintiff,  who 
were  to  account  to  the  Duke  of  Cambridge ; 
that  the  guardianship  was  to  be  considered 
as  legally  established  in  Brunswick,  where 
it  was  to  have  its  locality;  that  the  last- 
mentioned  document  was  approved  of  and 
signed  by  the  Dukes  of  Cumberland,  Sussex, 
and  Cambridge.  The  bill  then  charged,  that 
the  last-mentioned  document  was  void,  but 
that  nevertheless  the  Duke  of  Cambridge 
possessed  himself  of  the  private  property  of 
the  plaintiff,  amounting  to  several  hundred 
thousand  pounds ;  thai  on  the  death  of  King 
William  the  Fourth,  the  defendant  was,  by 
some  instrument,  purported  to  be  appointed 
guardian  of  the  plaintiff's  fortune  and 
property,  in  the  place  of  the  Duke  of  Cam- 
bridge ;  that  the  said  appointments  of 
guardians    were   invalid  according   to   the 
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laws  as  well  of  Brunswick  and  Hanover 
as  of  Great  Britain ;  that  the  receipts  and 
payments  by  the  Duke  of  Cambridge  and  the 
defendant  respectively  on  account  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  the  management  of  his  pro- 
perty y  constituted  a  mutual  account,  and  that 
the  same  was  still  open  and  running,  and, 
being  intricate  in  its  nature,  could  only  be 
taken  in  a  court  of  equity ;  that  the  plaintiff 
was  resident  and  domiciled  in  England,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  retpeC' 
lively  subjects  of  the  Crown  of  Great  Britain 
and  Ireland  ;  that  the  defendant  was  a  peer 
of  this  realm ;  and  that  his  title  as  such  was 
His  Royal  Highness  Ernest  Augustus  Duke 
of  Cumberland  and  Teviotdale,  in  Great 
Britain,  and  Earl  of  Armagh  in  Ireland; 
and  that  since  his  arrival  in  this  country,  and 
during  his  residence  here,  he  had  exercised^ 
and  stili  exercised,  rights  and  privileges  as 
such  peer  as  aforesaid* 

The  defendant,  whilst  temporarily  resident 
in  this  country,  was  served  with  the  process 
of  the  court  in  this  suit,  upon  which  he 
appUed  to  the  Lard  Chancellor  to  relieve 
him  from  such  process ;  InU  his  Lordship 
refused  the  appUcation»  The  defendant  t?ien 
appeared  to  the  bill,  and  afterwards  filed  a 
general  demurrer  thereto,  far  want  rf  juris- 
diction  and  want  of  equity  t^^Held,  thai  the 
appearance  of  the  defendant  to  the  bill  was 
no  waiver  of  any  defence  he  might  have: 
and  that  the  refusal  of  the  Lard  Chancellor 
to  relieve  the  defendant  from  the  process  of 
the  Court  which  had  been  served  on  him,  had 
not  the  effect  of  deciding  that  the  defendant 
was  liable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court* 

Held,  that  the  defendant  was  exempt  from 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  in  this  country 
for  any  acts  dome  by  him  as  King  of  Hano- 
ver,  or  in  his  character  of  sovereign  prince ; 
hut  that  being  a  subject  of  Her  Afajesty 
Queen  Victoria,  he  was  lidle  to  be  sued  in 
the  courts  of  this  country  in  respect  of  amy 
acts  and  transactions  done  by  him,  or  in 
which  he  might  have  been  engaged  as  such 
subject ;  and  that  in  respect  of  any  act  done 
by  him  out  of  this  realm,  or  any  aet  as  to 
which  it  might  be  doubtful  whether  it  ought 
to  be  attributed  to  the  character  of  sovereign 
prince  or  to  the  character  of  subject,  the  same 
ought  to  be  presumed  to  be  attributable  rather 
to  the  character  of  sovereign  prince  than  to 
the  character  of  subject. 

Held,  also,  that  in  a  suit  in  this  court 


against  a  sovereign  prince,  who  is  also  a 
subject,  the  bill  ought,  upon  the  face  of  it,  to 
shew  that  the  subject-matter  of  it  constitutes 
a  case  in  which  a  sovereign  prince  is  liable 
to  be  sued  as  a  subject. 

Although,  with  regard  to  English  instrU" 
ments,  intended  to  operate  according  to  Eng^ 
lish  law,  the  Court  may  be  able,  even  on 
demurrer,  in  a  simple  case,  to  adjudicate 
thereon,  upon  a  mere  allegation  that  the  in- 
strument is  null  and  void ;  yet,  with  regard 
to  a  foreign  instrument,  intended  to  operate 
according  to  a  law  not  known  in  England, 
an  allegation  that  the  instrument  is  void  is 
too  vague, 

Seoible-— 7%0  instrument  complained  of  in 
the  present  case  was,  under  the  circumstances 
stated  in  the  bill,  connected  with  political 
and  state  transactions,  and  was  a  state 
document. 

Tfaifl  case  came  on  to  be  heard  on  a  de- 
murrer to  the  phdntiff's  bill  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  and  want  of  equity. 

Sir  Charles  Wetherell,  Mr.  Pemberton 
Leigh,  and  Mr,  EUnsley,  appeared  in  sup- 
port of  the  demurrer. 

Mr,  Kindershy,  Mr.  G,  Turner^  and  Mr, 
Heathfield,  contra. 

The  statements  in  the  bill  and  arguments 
at  the  bar  having  been  embodied  by  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  in  his  judgment,  it  has 
not  been  deemed  proper  to  repeat  them  here. 

The  following  authorities  were  cited  in  the 
course  of  the  arguments : — 

Calvin's  ease,  7  Rep.  15,  b. 

Nabob  of  the  Camatie  v.  East  India 

Company,  1  Yes.  jun.  371;  8.c.  3 

Bro.  C.C.  203. 
The  Columbian  Qovemment  t.  Roths^ 

child,  1  Sim.  94 ;  s.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep. 

Chano.  43. 
Glynr,  Soares,  1  You.  &  Col.  644 ;  8.C. 

5  Law  J.  Rep.  (m.s.)  £x.  Sq.  49. 
Stat.  7  Ann,  e.  12. 
1  Black.  Com.  p.  958. 
Lockwood  V,  Coysgame,  3  Bur.  1676. 
Vioeash  v.  Becker,  3  Man.  ArMw.  284. 
Fishi»  v.  Begren,  1  Cr.&M.  117;  s.c. 

2  Law  J.  Rep.  (k.b.)  Exdi.  18. 
Va^l,  Lib.  2.  c.  14.  a.  218. 

Lib.  4.  e.b.  s,  55.  p,  452. 
c.  7.  s,  80.  p,  464. 
tf.81.     j^. 
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FaUel,  Lib.  4.  e.  7.  8.   92.  p.  470. 

C.8.  8.  110.  j9. 488. 
8,  112.  5).  490. 
8.  US.  p.  491. 
8.  1 14.  p.  492. 
8.  115.  p.  493. 
The  Corporaium  of  Carlisle  ▼.  Wilson^ 

18  Vcs.  276. 
Stai.  1  Geo.  1.  St.  IS.  s.  2. 
i^«a/.  13  WiU.  3.  e.  6.  8. 10. 
Z>e  i!a  Torre  v.  Bemales,  mentioned  in 

1  Hot.  Sup.  149. 
Cases  of  John  BaUolj  King  of  Scotland, 

summoned  by  Edward  L  of  England : 

and  of  Edward  I.  of  England  wm- 

moned  b>g  Philip  le  Bel  of  France^  as 

Duke  of  Ouienne, 
Melan  t.  the  Duke  de  Fiizjames^  1  Bos. 

&  Pul.  138. 
De  la  Vega  v.  Vianna,  1  B.  &  Ad.  284  ; 

6.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  K.B.  388. 
HuUeU  V.  the  King  of  Spain,  2  BIL  N.s. 

31;  8.  c.  1DOW&CL169. 
The  King  of  Spain  v.  HuUeU,  1  CI.  & 

Fin.  333 ;  s.  c.  7  Bli.  359. 
Grotius,  *  Law  of  Nations/  b.  2.  c.  14. 

s.  101. 
Story  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws^  2nd  edit. 

c.  8.  8.  244.  p.  322. 
Emrl  of  Derby  v.  the  Duke  of  Aiholj 

1  Yes.  sen.  202. 
NoveOo  T.  Toogood,  1  B.  &  C.  554 ;  b.  o. 

1  Law  J.  Rep.  K.B.  181. 
Co.  Lit.  Hargreave's  edit.  sec.  180. 
Selden's  Table  Talk,  (Equity,)  p.  83, 

128  A,  note. 
Money  v.  Leach,  1  W.  Black.  563. 

Jan.  13,  1844.  — The  Mast£k  of  the 
Rolls.— The  bill  is  61ed  by  His  Serene 
Hig^nMB  Ch«ri«a  Frederick  WiUiaai  Augus- 
tas Duke  of  Brunswick  against  His  Majesty 
the  King  of  Hanover,  who  is  sued  as  His 
Royal  Highness  Evnest  Augustus  Duke  of 
Cumheiiand  and  Teviotdale  in  QnttsX  Bri- 
tam,  and  Earl  of  Armagh  in  Ireland. 

The  bill  prays,  Aat  it  may  be  declared 
that  a  certain  instrument  or  writing,  in  the 
hOl  mentioned  to  be  dated  the  6th  of 
February  and  the  14th  of  March  183S,  and 
the  appointment  of  His  Roval  Hisimess  the 
DokJ^rfC^nbridge  «  gnSLTa»  for- 
tone  and  property  of  the  plaintiff,  thereby 
purported  to  be  made,  and  of  the  persons 
purported  to  be  appointed  administrators  and 


managers  under  him,  and  the  subsequent 
appointment  of  the  ddendant  as  such  guar- 
di^,  are  absolutely  void  and  of  no  effect ; 
and  that  it  may  be  declared  that  the  defen- 
dant is  liable  and  ought  to  account  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  personal  estate,  property, 
and  effects,  uid  the  rents,  profits,  and  pro- 
duce of  the  sale  of  the  real  estates  possessed 
by  the  defendant,  or  any  person  by  his  order 
or  for  his  use,  or  any  person  haying  acted 
or  purported  to  act  under  any  appointment 
as  adininistrator  or  manager  under  the  de- 
fendant, since  his  appointment  as  guardian 
by  virtue  of  the  instrument  of  the  6th  of 
February  and  the  14th  of  March  1833,  in- 
cluding therein  the  personal  estate  and  effects, 
rents,  profits,  and  produce  of  the  real  estate 
paid  or  accounted  for  to  the  defendant  by 
the  Duke  of  Cambridge;  and  that  such 
accounts  may  be  accordingly  taken  —  the 
plaintiff  offering,  on  the  taldng  of  such  ac- 
counts, to  make  the  defendant  all  just 
allowances. 

For  this  purpose,  the  bill  states,  that  in 
the  year  1830  the  plaintiff  was  the  reigning 
duke  of  the  duchy  of  Brunswick,  and  was, 
in  his  private  character  or  capacity,  possessed 
of  and  entitled  to  real  and  personal  property 
in  Brunswidc,  and  in  England,  Hanover, 
France,  and  elsewhere  in  Europe,  to  a  very 
considerable  amount:  that  the  duchy  of 
Brunswick  bordered  on  the  kingdom  of  Ha- 
nover ;  and  that  in  the  month  of  September 
1830,  His  kte  Majesty  King  Wiltiam  the 
Fourth  was  King  of  Hanover,  and  His  Royal 
Highness  Adolpfaus  Frederick  Duke  of  Cam- 
bridge was  Viceroy  of  Hanover,  acting  under 
the  authority  of  His  late  Majesty  King  Wil- 
liam the  Fourth :  that  pending  a  revolu- 
tionary movement  in  Brunswidk,  a  decree 
of  the  Germanic  Diet  of  Confederation  was 
made  on  the  2nd  of  December  1 830,  whereby 
the  plaintiff's  brother,  William  Duke  of 
BmnswidL,  was  invited  to  take  on  himself 
proviaionally  the  government  of  the  duchy ; 
and  the  Diet  1^  it  to  the  legitiniBte  dynasty 
of  the  plaintiff  to  provide  for  the  fnliue 
government  of  the  duchy ;  and  that  in 
February  1 831  His  late  Majesty  King  Wil« 
liam  the  Fourth  and  William  Duke  of  Bruns- 
wick, daimiDg  to  be  the  legitimate  agnaH  ci 
the  plaintiff,  caused  to  be  published  a  de- 
claration, whereby  they  purported  to  detinrone 
the  plaintiff  from  the  throne  of  the  duchy, 
and  declared  that  the  throne  had  passed  to 
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Duke  William ;  and  that  after  this  declara- 
tion was  made,  it  was  signed  by  Their  Royal 
Highnesses  the  Duke  of  Cumberland,  (the 
present  defendant,)  the  Duke  of  Cambridge, 
and  the  Duke  of  Sussex ;  and  that  in  pur- 
suance of  the  declaration,  William  Duke 
of  Brunswick  took  upon  himself  the  govern- 
ment of  the  duchy,  and  he  had  ever  since 
exercised  the  rights,  powers,  and  authorities 
of  Sovereign  Duke  of  Brunswick. 

The  bill  then  proceeds  to  state,  that  early 
in  the  year  1833  an  instrument  in  writing, 
dated  the  6th  of  February  and  the  14  th  of 
March  in  that  year,  signed  by  His  late  Ma- 
jesty King  William  the  Fourth,  and  by  Wil- 
liam Duke  of  Brunswick,  was  promulgated 
by  them,  and  was  to  the  effect  following ; 
viz* : — 

**  We,  William  the  Fourth,  by  the  grace 
of  God,  King  of  the  United  Kingdom  of 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  and  of  Hanorer, 
Duke  of  Brunswick  and  of  Lunenburghy 
make  known  what  follows : — Moved  by  ihe 
interests  of  our  house,  whose  well-being  is 
confided  to  us,  and  yielding  to  a  painful, 
but  inevitable  necessity,  have  thought  it 
necessary  to  consider  what  measures  the  in- 
terests (rightly  understood)  of  His  Highness 
Charles  Duke  of  Brunswick  (the  plaintiff), 
the  preservation  of  the  fortune  now  in  his 
hands,  the  dangers  and  illegality  of  the  en- 
terprises pursued  by  the  said  Duke,  and, 
lastly,  the  honour  and  dignity  of  our  house, 
may  require;  and  after  having  heard  the 
advice  of  a  commissioa,  charged  by  us  with 
the  examination  into  this  affair,  and  after 
having  weighed  and  exactly  bakmced  all 
points  of  fact  and  law :  and  whereas  after 
the  dissolution  of  the  Germanic  empire,  the 
powers  of  supreme  guardianship  over  the 
princes  of  the  empire,  which,  up  to  that 
period,  had  appertained  to  the  emperor,  de- 
volved on  the  heads  of  sovereign  states,  we, 
taking  into  consideration  the  laws  and  cus- 
toms, by  virtue  of  the  rights  tmto  as  belong- 
ing, in  quality  of  heads  of  the  two  brancbes 
of  our  house,  have  decreed  as  follows  i**^ 

''Article  I. — Certain  faets,  either  noto- 
rious or  suffidendy  proved,  have  caused  us 
to  arrive  at  the  conviction,  that  His  High** 
ness  Duke  Charles  is  at  this  time  wasting 
the  fortune  which  he  possesses  in  enterprises 
alike  impossible  and  dangerous  both  to  him- 
self and  other  persons,  and  is  seeking  to 
damage  the  just  claims  which  certain  persons. 


interested,  now  orhereafter,  may  legally  have 
upon  his  property,  we  have  consequently 
considered,  that  the  only  method  of  pre- 
serving the  fortune  of  His  Highness  Duke 
Charles  from  total  ruin,  is  to  appoint  a 
guardian  over  him. 

''  Article  II.  -^  In  consequence  of  tliis 
conviction,  we  decree,  that  Charles  Duke  of 
Brunswick  shall  be  deprived  of  the  manage- 
ment and  administration  of  his  fortune ;  a 
guardian  shall  be  appointed,  whom  we  shall 
choose  by  mutual  consent  from  amongst  tiie 
very  noble  or  noble  male  scions  of  our  house, 
although  the  right  of  choice  belongs  to  the 
legitimate  sovereign  of  the  duchy  of  Bruns- 
wick, in  virtue  of  his  title  alone. 

''Article  III. — His  Royal  Highness  the 
Duke  of  Cambridge,  Viceroy  of  Hanover, 
having  declared  that  he  will  willingly  accept 
such  guardianship,  we  confide  the  same  to 
His  Royal  Highness  by  the  present  decree, 
which  he  will  be  pleased  to  consider  as  con- 
stituting his  title  to  such  guardianship. 

"Article  IV. — ^As  His  Royal  Highness 
the  Duke  of  Cambridge  cannot,  by  reason 
of  his  position,  by  himself  alone  exercise  tlie 
functions  of  guardian,  he  is  authorised  to 
limit  himself  to -the  ftmctions  of  suprekne 
guardian,  and  to  substitute  for  the  manage* 
ment  and  administration  of  the  property  one 
or  more  persons,  who,  under  oath,  wil  pro«> 
ceed  in  their  own  name,  and  on  their  own 
personal  responsibility,  to  make  an  inventory 
of  the  same,  and  to  take  measures  for  the 
preservation  and  administration  of  the  for- 
tune placed  under  the  guardianthq)  <9f  His 
Royal  Highness,  the  supreme  guardian,  who 
is  to  be  at  liberty  to  grant  them  foes  ph>- 
portionate  to  their  duties* 

"Article  Y.— ^The  administrators  ^lal! 
render  an  annual  account  of  their  manlige- 
ment  to  His  Royal  Highneas^'the  suji^mtB 
guardian,  who  ahall  be  a^ed  to  transmit 
the  same  to  us,  that  we  may  oanse  the' same 
to  be  settled  and  approved.  Ooroonfittha* 
tion  shall  be  applied  for  in  all  cases  wherein 
the  laws  require  the  consent  of  the  supreme 
guardian. 

"  Artiole  YI.^The  guardianship  is  to  be 
considered  as  legally  established  in  Bruns* 
wiok,  where  it  is  to  have  its  locality. 

"  Article  ViI.-*-The  present  decree  shall 
be  published  in  the  bulletin  of  tlie  laws  of 
the  kingdom,  in  accordance  with  the  usual 
forms ;  and  all  whom  the  same  may  con- 
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cem  aje  bound  to  render  obedience  tbere- 
to." 

This  18  dated  at  St.  James's,  the  6th  of 
February,  and  at  Brunswick  the  14  th  of 
March  1833.  It  is  signed  by  the  King  of 
Hanover,  William  the  Fourth,  King  of  Eng- 
land, and  by  William  the  reigning  Duke  of 
Brunswick. 

To  this  instrument  was  subjoined  a  note, 
which  was  signed  by  the  defendant,  then 
Duke  of  Cumberland,  and  by  the  Dukes  of 
Sussex  and  Camlnidge,  to  the  effect  follow- 
ing:—  "We,  the  undersigned,  have  ac- 
knowledged with  gratitude  the  foregoing 
ammgement  adopted  by  His  Majesty,  in 
accordance  with  His  Highness  the  reigning 
Duke  of  Brunswick,  in  the  interests  well 
advised  of  His  Highness  the  Duke  Charles 
of  Brunswick,  for  the  preservation  of  the 
fortune  remaining  in  his  hands,  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  public  peace  in  the  duchy  of 
Bronswick  and  in  the  kingdom  of  Hanover, 
and  for  the  honour  and  dignity  of  the  great 
house  of  Brunswick  Lunenburgh,  another 
proof  of  the  foresight  of  His  Mi^esty  and  of 
His  Highness  for  the  well-bmng  of  that 
house :  we  solemnly  attest  the  declaration 
by  these  presents,  signed  with  our  hands, 
and  to  whieh  we  have  placed  our  seals. 
London^  6Ui  February  1633,  Ernest,  (l.8.) 
Kensington,  3rd  February  1833,  Augustus 
Fredoick,  (l.s.)  Hanover,  13th  February 
1833,  Adolphus,  (l.8.)'' 

The  bill  then  states,  that  the  plaintiff  is 
advised,  as  the  fact  is,  that  the  said  instru- 
ment is  absolutely  void  and  of  no  effect ; 
hnt  that  nevertheless  the  Duke  of  Cam- 
bridge accepted  the  appointment  of  supreme 
guardian  of  the  plaintiff's  fortune  and  pro- 
perty, took  possession  of  the  real  estates  to 
which  the  was  entitled  in  his  private  capa- 
city atfiBmnswidc,  and  took  possession  of 
all  sueh  parts  of  ike  plaintiff's  property  in 
Btunswiok  and  elsewherei,  of  a  personal 
nature,  as  he  could  discover,  to  the  amount 
of  aewenl  hundred  thousand  pounds  in  the 
whole ;  that  he  sold  and  converted  several 
parts  thereof  into  money,  and  made  certain 
payments  oit  account  of  the  plaintiff  and  of 
hb  property;  but  that  after  allowing  for 
rach  payments,  there  remained  in  his  hands 
a  very  large  surplus  unaccounted  for :  that 
King  William  the  Fourth  died  on  the  28th 
of  June  ISSTy  and  thereupon  the  present 
defendant  became  King  of  Hanover ;  and 


the  Duke  of  Cambridge  having  resigned  his 
appointment  of  guardian  by  some  instrument 
in  writing,  to  which  the  defendant  was  a 
party,  and  which  was  signed  by  him  and  by 
William  Duke  of  Brunswick,  the  defendant 
was  purported  to  be  appointed  guardian  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  of  his  fortune  and  property, 
in  Uie  place  of  the  Duke  of  Cambridge, 
under  the  instrument  of  the  6th  of  February 
and  the  14th  of  March  1833,  and  with  all 
the  same  powers  and  authorities  as  were 
thereby  purported  to  be  conferred  on  the 
Duke  of  Cambridge :  that  the  Duke  of  Cam- 
bridge accounted  for  his  receipts  and  pay- 
ments to  the  defendant,  and  paid  him  the 
balance ;  and  that  the  defendant  took  pos- 
session of  the  plaintiff's  property,  and  has 
received  large  sums  of  money  on  account 
thereof,  and  has  thereout  made  some  pay- 
ments on  account  of  the  plaintiff;  but  that 
a  very  large  balance  or  surplus,  to  the 
amount  of  several  hundred  thousand  pounds, 
remains  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plain- 
tiff on  account  thereof;  and  that  the  defendant 
refuses  to  comply  with  the  plaintiff's  appli- 
cation for  an  account  thereof. 

The  bill  charges,  that  the  instrument  of 
the  6th  of  February  and  the  14th  of  March 
1833,  and  the  appointment  of  the  Duke  of 
Cambridge  as  guardian,  and  the  appointment 
of  the  defendant  as  guardian,  are  wholly  in- 
valid, according  to  the  laws  as  well  of  Bruns- 
wick and  of  Hanover  as  of  Great  Britain  ; 
but  that  imder  colour  thereof,  the  Duke  of 
Cambridge  and  the  defendant  respectively 
took  possession  of  the  plaintiff's  property, 
on  his  behalf,  and  not  adversely :  that  by 
the  law  of  England,  such  appointments  of 
guardians,  and  all  the  rights  thereby  pur- 
ported to  be  given,  are  void,  even  if  the 
same  were  valid  by  the  law  of  Brunswick  ; 
and  that  if  the  same  were  valid  at  the  time 
when  the  same  were  issued,  having  regard  to  • 
the  circumstances  and  situation  of  the  plain- 
tiff at  the  tune  (which,  however,  the  plaintiff 
denies),  there  is  now  nothing  in  the  circum- 
stances, or  conduct,  or  state  of  mind  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  debar  him  from  the  full  right 
and  power  of  enjoyment  and  disposition  of 
his  property. 

There  is  a  charge,  that  the  receipts  and 
payments  by  the  Duke  of  Cambridge  and 
the  defendant  respectively,  on  account  of  the 
plaintiff  and  the  management  of  his  property, 
constitute  a  mutual  account,  containing  many 
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items  as  well  on  the  debit  as  on  the  credit 
side  thereof ;  that  such  account  is  still  open 
and  running,  and  is  of  an  intricate  and  com- 
plex nature,  and  can  only  be  taken  in  a  coml 
of  equity. 

There  are  also  chaiges  relating  to  the 
administrators  and  managers  who  were  ap- 
pointed by  the  Duke  of  Cambridge,  and  are 
aUeged  to  have  accounted  to  the  defendant, 
and  a  very  long  statement  of  certain  pro- 
ceedings in  France,  in  which  it  is  alleged, 
that  the  Duke  of  Cambridge  attacked,  but 
failed  in  an  attempt  to  establish  a  claim  to 
the  plaintiff's  property  in  that  country  ;  a 
specification  of  certain  property  alleged  to 
have  been  seized  by  the  Duke  of  Cambridge 
and  the  defendant  respectively;  and  the 
statement  of  a  transaction  allied  to  have 
taken  place  at  Osterode  in  November  or 
December  1830. 

The  plaintiff  having,  in  an  earlier  part  of 
the  bill,  stated,  that  from  a  time  previous  to 
the  DiOlc  of  Cambridge  resigning  the  ap- 
pointment of  guardian,  until  within  a  few 
weeks  past,  the  defendant  had  been  residing 
in  Hanover,  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Court ;  and  having  charged  that  the  plaintiff 
was  resident  and  domiciled  in  England,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  respec- 
tively subjects  of  the  Crown  of  Great  Britain 
and  Ireland,  concludes  the  charging  part  of 
the  bill  by  chaiging,  that  the  defendaiit  is  a 
peer  of  this  realm,  and  that  his  title  as  such 
is  His  Royal  Highness  Ernest  Augustus 
Duke  of  Cumberland  and  Teviotdale  in 
Great  Britain,  and  Earl  of  Armagh  in  Ire- 
land; and  that  since  his  arrival  in  this 
country,  and  during  his  residence  here,  he 
had  exercised,  and  still  exercises,  rights  and 
privileges  as  such  peer  as  aforesaid. 

It  has  been  stated  to  me  as  a  fact  on  both 
sides,  that  the  plaintiff  availed  himself  of  a 
•temporary  residence  of  the  defendant  in  this 
country  to  serve  him  with  the  process  of 
this  court ;  and  that  the  defendzmt,  before 
he  appeared  to  the  bill,  and  consequently 
before  the  demurrer  was  filed,  applied  to  the 
Lord  Chancellor  to  be  relieved  from  the 
process ;  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  refused 
the  application;  and  that  thereupon  the 
defendant  appeared  to  the  bill  in  the  usual 
manner :  and  upon  this  state  of  things  the 
plaintiff  has  founded  an  argument,  which,  if 
valid,  would  make  it  unnecessary  for  me  to 
consider  the  principal  question  upon  the 


demurrer.  The  plaintiff  has  contended,  first, 
that  the  appearance  of  the  defendant  to  the 
process  ought  to  be  deemed  a  waiver  of  any 
claim  to  personal  exemption  from  liability 
to  be  sued ;  and  secondly,  that  the  refriaal  of 
the  Lord  Chancellor  to  relieve  the  defendant 
from  the  process  ought  to  be  considered  by 
me  as  a  decision  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  tiuiit 
the  defendant  is  subject  to  the  juiiadiction 
of  this  Court  with  refoenoe  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  this  bill. 

As  to  the  first  of  these  points,  it  woiild 
be  singular  if  appearance,  which  is  the  first 
step  towards  making  a  defence,  should  be 
deemed  an  abandonment  or  waiver  of  any 
defence  which  the  defendant  may  have.  An 
appearance  may  be  a  waiver  of  any  mere 
irregularity  in  the  service  of  process ;  but 
I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  is  no  waiver  of  such 
a  defence  as  is  now  made,  and  whidi  tlie 
defendant  has  clearly  a  right  to  submit  to 
the  consideration  of  the  Court.  He  daims 
to  be  exempt  from  liability  to  be  sued ;  but 
he  nevertheless  appears,  in  order  that  he 
may,  in  a  regular  manner,  inform  the  Court 
of  the  reasons  upon  which  his  claim  is  found- 
ed. As  to  the  other  point,  it  appeared  to 
me  very  improbable  that  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, in  refrising  to  stay  the  process  upon 
a  bill,  the  contents  of  which  were  not  regu- 
larly known  to  him,  could  have  meant  to 
decide  that  the  defendant  was,  with  refeience 
to  the  contents  of  the  bill,  liable  to  the  juM- 
diction  of  the  Court.  Upon  this  part  of  the 
case  I  have,  however,  thought  it  right  to 
communicate  with  the  Lord  Chancellor,  wko 
has  informed  me,  that  in  declining  to  inter- 
fere with  the  process,  he  did  nothing  which 
could  in  any  way  prevent  the  defendimt  from 
making  any  defence  which  was  open  to  him  in 
the  usual  course  of  proceeding ;  and  that  he 
gave  no  opinion  upon  the  question  of  juris- 
diction in  the  particular  case«  It  is,  there- 
fore, incumbent  upon  me  to  cooaider  the 
defence  made  to  this  bill  by  the  present  de- 
murrer. 

In  support  of  the  demurrer  £ot  want  of 
jurisdiction,  the  following  are  amongst  the 
principal  propositions  advanced  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant : — First,  he  is  by  the  bill  ad- 
mitted to  be  King  of  Hanover,  a  soveseign 
prince,  recognized  as  such  by  the  Crown  of 
England.  As  a  sovereign  prince,  his  person 
is  inviolable,  and  he  is  not  liaUe  to  be  lued 
in  any  court.     Second,  the  inviolability  of  a 
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•overdgR  -ptinee  is  not  confined  to  his  own 
dbminioiifl,  but  attends  him  everywhere. 
Thotigh  41  king  be  in  a  foxeign  kingdom,  yet 
he  k  judged  in  law  a  king  there — 7  Cohe^  15. 
I,  his  inTiolabitity  is  not  affected  by 

being  temponurily  resident  in  a  foreign 

U  of  which  he  is  a  subject.     The 

10  not  the  less  a  soyereign  prince, 

not  the  less  exempt  from  being  sued  in 
flay  «oBiibere,  because  he  is  a  subject  of  the 
Queen  and  a  peer  of  the  realm.  Fourth, 
even  if  the  defendant  should  be  held  liable 
to  be  sued  lor  some  things  in  this  country, 
he  00^^  not  to  be  held  liable  to  be  sued  in 
xespeet  of  the  particular  subject-matter  of 
this  oask,  which  is  aUeged  to  be  nuitter  of 
state,  and  not  matter  of  forensic  jurisdiction. 
Fifth,  and  finally,  even  if  the  defendant 
shofoid  be  held  lis^le  to  be  sued  here,  and  if 
the  Sttfaject-flttatterof  the  suit  should  be  held 
to  he  matter  of  forensic  jurisdiction,  yet  that 
it  is  not  matter  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
dns  Gottrt,  hut  is  matter  which  must  be 
deemed  to  be  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
■nne  Ck>mrt  of  special  and  peculiar  jurisdic- 
lioB,  anch  aa  in  tUs  CDuatEy  are  proceedings 
siMmg  in  lunaey,  bankruptcy,  and  various 
fltlier  matters,  which,  althoij^  proper  sub- 
jtssst'ci'  ftrenaic  jurisdiotion,  can  only  be 
abdicated  upon  m  courts  specially  ap- 
pontod  Urn  Ae  purpose. 

On  the  othor  hand,  die  following  are 
amengst  the  principal  jnopositions  ad- 
ymuatdL  in  enpport  of  the  bill  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff :--**f&st,  this  ought. to  be  con- 
odeflcd  aa^  an  €»din  vy  suit  between  sub- 
ject and'  anl^eet.  The  plaintiff  and  the 
drisndant  are  Hneal  dasofrndants  of  the  Pxin- 
eesa  Sophia,  Bleeteess  and  Duchess  Dowager 
of  Hmmvflr,  and  aa  such  (4  Ann.  c.  4.) 
aw,  toiali  intentsand  purposes,  to  be  deemed 
nataalihoiB  sul^ts  of  this  realm.  The 
plamtiffla  domialed  here.  The  defendant 
was.  hem  hem,  ia  an  English  peer,  and  has 
taken  tiie  eaih  of  alleg^ee  (I  Cbo.  1. 
Stat.  2.  c.  13.)  Second,  no  English  subject 
en  wkhdmw  from  his  allegianoe  and  sub- 
jeetkmto^hehtwofiheland.  His  becoming 
a  sQiteraign  priaee  of  another  oountiry-  can 
make  ao  difference  in  this  respect :  he  re- 
aiama  an  Boglish.  subject,  and  is  bound  to 
obey  the  laws  of  England.  Third,  the  law 
of  England  affords  no  authority  for  the  pro- 
positioB,  that  sovereign  princes  resident  here 
may  not  be  sued  in  the  courts  here ;  and 
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there  are  dicta  to  the  contrary ;  as  in  CaU 
vin*8  case  it  is  said^  that  if  a  king  of  a  foreign 
nation  come  into  England  by  the  leave  of 
the  king  of  this  realm,  (as  it  ought  to  be)  in 
this  case  he  shall  sue  and  be  sued  by  the 
name  of  a  king ;  and  it  is  reported,  that 
in  the  case  of  De  la  Torre  v.  Bemales^  Sir 
John  Leach  stated  it  to  be  his  opinion  that 
foreign  sovereigns  could  both  sue  and  be 
sued  in  this  country.  In  support  of  this 
proposition,  reference  was  made  to  proceed- 
mgs  in  which  John  Baliol,  King  of  Scot- 
land, was  summoned  to  answer  charges  made 
against  him  in  the  court  of  Edward  I.,  King 
of  England ;  and  to  proceedings  in  which 
Edward  I,,  King  of  England,  was  summon- 
ed to  answer  charges  made  against  him  in 
the  court  of  Philip  le  Bel,  King  of  France, 
at  Paris.  But  these  cases  have  nothing  to 
do  with  the  question :  they  were  respec- 
tively adopted  in  virtue  of  and  for  the 
purpose  of  enforcing  the  superiority  which 
Edward  I.  claimed  to  have  over  the  kingdom 
of  Scotland,  and  the  superiority  which  the 
King  of  France  had  over  the  province  of 
Guienne.  Fourth,  liability  to  suit  does  not 
necessarily  involve  liability  to  coercion.  The 
defendant,  as  an  English  peer,  is  by  privi- 
lege protected  from  personal  coercion ;  and 
even  if  a  sovereign  prince,  without  such 
peculiar  privilege,  were  a  defendant  here, 
this  Court  has  power  so  to  modify  its  pro- 
cess as  at  the  same  time  to  do  justice  to  the 
plaintiff  and  have  due  regard  to  the  person 
and  dignity  of  the  defendant.  Fifth,  the  law 
of  nations,  the  general  law  and  the  common 
interest  of  all  mankind,  is,  that  justice  should 
be  done  aU  over  the  world.  The  right  of  a 
suitor  here  is  not  to  be  impeded  by  the 
assertion  of  an  unrecognized  privilege  in  any 
person  against  whom  he  has  a  legal  demand. 
Sixth,  the  Queen  of  England  is  liable  to  be 
sued  in  a  proper  form — a  form  not  appli- 
cable to  a  foreign  sovereign  ;  but  if  a  foreign 
sovereign  were  not  liable  to  be  sued  here  at 
all,  he  would  be  placed  in  a  better  situation 
than  our  own  sovereign,  which,  it  is  said, 
would  be  absurd. 

These  propositions  are  all  of  them  more 
or  less  important  to  be  considered  on  the 
present  occasion,  and  I  have  thought  it  con- 
venient to  enumerate  them,  although  I  shall 
not  have  occasion  to  observe  upon  them  all 
in  stating  the  grounds  of  the  opinion  which 
I  have  formed  on    this  demurrer.     The 
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general  proposition  of  the  defendant  is,  that 
by  reason  of  his  character  of  a  sovereign 
prince,  he  is  exempt  from  the  jurisdiction  of 
any  tnbunal  or  court  in  this  country.     His 
limited  or  modified  proposition,  adapted  to  the 
specialties  of  this  case,  is,  that  he  is  exempt 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  any  tribunal  in  this 
country  in  respect  of  acts  done  in  a  foreign 
country,   under  foreign  authority,  and   in 
no  way  connected  with  his  own  character  of 
English  peer  and  English  subject.     It  has 
been  fully  established — The  King  of  Spain 
V.  Machado(^\)j  Hullett  v.  the  King  of  Spain, 
and    see  Rot  d*Espagne  v.   Pountes  (2), 
Bulstrode,  322,  Hobart,  78, 1 1 3,  Moore,  850, 
Barclay  v.  Russell  (3),  Bolder  y,  LordHunt^ 
ingfield(4)f  tliat  a  foreign  sovereign  may 
sue  in  this  country  both  at  law  and  in 
equity ;  and  further,  that  if  he  sues  in  a 
court  of  eqtiity,  he  submits  himself  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court.     A  cross  bill  may 
be  filed  against  him,  and  he  must  put  in  his 
answer  thereto,  not  by  any  officer,  agent,  or 
substitute,   but  personally,  upon  his  own 
oath — The    King    of   Spain    v,    Hullett, 
Lord  Redesdale  (5)  considered,  that  to  re- 
fuse a  foreign  sovereign  the  right  of  suing 
in  our  courts  might  be  a  just  cause  of  war ; 
and  the  liability  of  a  foreign  sovereign  to  be 
sued  in  a  case  where  he  himself  was  suing 
here,  was  founded  upon  the  principle  that 
by  suing  here  he  had  submitted  himself  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  which  he 
sued.     The  decision  is  in  accordance  with 
the  rules  of  the  civil  law.    The  Reconventio 
is  a  species  of  defence,  and  "  Qui  non  cogi- 
tur  in  aliquo  loco  judicium  pati  si  ipse  ibi 
agit,  cogitur  excipere  actiones  etad  eundem 
judicem  mitti" — Digest,  IV.  jj  2,  22,  Cor- 
pus  Juris  CiviliSf  p.  131.     In  the  case  of 
Glgn  V.  Soares  it  was  supposed,  that  a 
person  who  was  not  a  party  to  an  action, 
but  whose  agent  was,  on  his  behalf,  the 
plaintiff,  might  be  made  a  defendant  to  a  bill 
in  equity,  for  discovery  in  aid  of  the  defence 
to  the  action,  and  on  Uiat  supposition  it  was 
held,  that  the  Queen  of  Portugal  was  pro- 
perly made  a  defendant  to  the  bill.     Her 
demurrer  was,  however,   allowed  in    the 

(1)  4RaM.  560. 

(2)  Roll.  Abr.  tit  'Court  de  Admiralties  (£)  S; 
8. 0.  I  Roll.  Rep.  138. 

(5)  S  Vet.  432. 
(4)  11  Ibid.  283. 

(6)  2  Bligh.  N.8.  60. 


House  of  Lords  (6),  where  it  was  held,  tliat 
such  bills  of  discovery  could  only  be  sus- 
tained against  parties  to  the  action.     If  she 
had  been  plaintiff  in  the  action,  I  presume 
that  she  would  have  been  held  to  be  a  proper 
defendant  to  the  bill.     The  case  mentioned 
by  Selden  in  his  Table  Talk  (Law,  3),  was 
probably  of  the  same  sort:  there  were  many 
suits  pending  between  the  King  of  Spain 
and  English  merchants;   a  merchant  had 
recovered  costs  against  him  in  a  suit,  and 
could  not  get  them,  and  process  of  outlawry 
was  taken  out  against  him  for  not  appearing  ; 
but  the  circumstances  are  not  stated  with 
such  particularity  as  to  make  it  practicable 
to  draw  any  conclusion  from  them.     The 
cases  which  we  have  upon  this  point  go  no. 
ftirther  than  this ;  that  where  a  foreign  sove- 
reign files  a  bill,  or  prosecutes  an  action  in 
this  country,  he  may  be  made  a  defoidant 
to  a  cross  bill  or  bill  of  discovery  in  the 
nature  of  a  defence  to  the  proceeding,  wbidi 
die  foreign  sovereign  has  himself  adopted. 
There  is  no  case  to  shew  that,  because  he 
may  be  plaintiff  in  the  courts  of  this  country 
for  one  matter,  he  may  therefore  be  made  a 
defendant  in  the  courts  of  this  country  for 
another  and  quite  a  distinct  matter ;  and 
die  question  to  be  now  determined  is  inde- 
pendent of  the  fact  stated  at  the  bar,  that 
the  King  of  Hanover  is,  or  was,  himself 
plaintiff  in  a  suit  for  an  entirely  distinct 
matter  in  this  court  (7).     There  have  been 
cases  in  which  this  Court,  being  called  upon 
to  distribute  a  fund  in  which  some  foreign 
sovereign  or  state  may  have  had  an  interest, 
it  has  been  thought  expedient  and  proper, 
in  order  to  a  due  distribution  of  the  fiind,  to 
make  such  sovereign  or  state  a  party.    The 
effect  has  been,  to  make  the  suit  perfect  as 
to  parties,  but  as  to  the  sovereign  or  state 
made  a  defendant  in  cases  of  that  kind,  the 
effect  has  not  been  to  compel,  or  attempt  to 
compel,  such  sovereign  or  state  to  come  in 
and  submit  to  judgment  in  tiie  ordinary 
course,  but  to  give  Uie  sovereign  an  oppor- 
tunity to  come  in  and  daim  his  right,  or 
establish  his  interest  in  the  subject  of  the 
suit.     Coming  in  to  make  his  claim,  he 
would,  by  doing  so,  submit  himself  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  that  matter ; 

(6)  The  Qaeen  of  Portagal  v.  Glyn,  7  CI.  &  Fin. 
466. 

(7)  The  King  of  Hanover  v.Wheatley,  4  Beav.  78; 
8. 0. 10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s:)  Chane.  253. 
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lefuring  to  come  in,  he  might,  perhaps,  be 
precluded  from  establishing  any  claim  to  the 
same  interest  in  another  form.  So  where  a 
defisndant  in  this  country  is  called  upon  to 
account  for  some  matter  in  respect  of  which 
he  has  acted  as  agent  for  a  foreign  soyereign, 
the  suit  would  not  be  perfect  as  to  parties, 
unless  the  foreign  sovereign  were  formally 
a  defendant,  and  by  making  him  a  party, 
an  opportunity  is  afforded  him  of  defending 
himself,  instead  of  leaving  the  defence  to  his 
agent,  and  he  may  come  in  if  he  pleases ; 
and  in  such  a  case,  if  he  refuses  to  come  in, 
he  may  perhaps  be  held  bound  by  the 
dedsion  against  his  agent. 

There  may  be  other  cases  in  which  sove- 
rogn  princes,  for  the  sake  of  having  a  claim 
or  right  determined,  may  have  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  of  appearing,  and  may  have 
voluntarily  appeared  as  defendants  before 
the  tribunals  of  this  country,  but,  save  in  the 
case  of  a  cross  bill  or  bill  of  discovery,  in  aid 
of  a  defence,  and  in  the  case  of  a  sovereign 
prince  voluntarily  coming  in  to  make  or  resist 
a  claim,  it  does  not  appear  how  he  can  be 
effectually  cited,  or  what  controul  the  Court 
can  have  over  him  or  his  rights ;  and  no  case 
has  been  produced  in  which  it  has  been  de- 
termined that  a  foreign  sovereign,  not  him- 
self a  plaintiff  or  claimant,  and  insisting 
upon  his  alleged  right  to  be  exempt  from 
the  jurisdiction  of  tiie  ordinary  courts,  has 
been  held  bound  to  submit  to  it.     On  the 
other  hand,  no  case  has  been  produced  in 
which,  upon  the  question  properly  raised, 
it  has  been  held  that  a  sovereign  prince, 
resident  within  the  dominions  of  another 
prince,  has  been  held  to  be  exempt  from  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  of  the  country  in 
which  he  is.    In  the  case  of  Gkfn  v.  SoareSy 
the  question  was  not  mooted  at  the  bar,  but 
Lord  Abinger  took  it  into  consideration,  and 
distinctly  expressed  his  opinion  that,  as  a 
general  proposition,  a  sovereign  prince  could 
not  be  made  amenable  to  any  court  of  judi- 
cature in  this  country ;  and  upon  this  occa- 
sbn,  the   defendant  insists  upon  it  as  a 
general  rule,  that,  in  times  of  peace  at  least, 
a  sovereign  prince  is,  by  the  law  of  nations, 
inviolable  :  that  obvious  inconvenience,  and 
the  greatest  danger  of  war,  would  arise 
from  any  attempt  to  compel  obedience  to 
any  process  or  order  of  any  Court,  by  any 
proceeding  against  either  the  person  or  the 
property  of  a  sovereign  prince ;  and  indeed 
that  any  such  attempt  would  be  a  hostile 


aggression,  not  only  against  the  sovereign 
prince  himself,  but  also  against  the  state  and 
people  of  which  he  is  the  sovereign :  that  it 
is  the  policy  of  the  law  (to  be  everywhere 
taken  notice  of),  that  such  risks  ought  to  be 
avoided,  and  that  this  view  of  the  subject 
ought,  of  itself,  to  induce  the  Court  to  allow 
this  demurrer.  If  a  foreign  sovereign  could 
be  made  personally  amenable  to  the  courts 
of  a  country  in  which  he  happened  to  reside, 
he  must  be  subject  to  the  ordinary  process 
of  the  courts,  and  if  not  protected  by  any 
privilege  legally  established  by  the  law  of 
England,  he  would  in  this  country  be  sub- 
ject to  the  execution  of  writs  of  attachment 
and  ne  exeat  regnOf  and  other  processes  upon 
which  he  might  be  arrested,  and  upon  this 
the  counsel  for  the  defendant  cited  the  opinion 
of  Yattel,  who  considered  it  to  be  a  ridiculous 
notion  and  an  absurdity  to  think  that  a 
sovereign  who  enters  a  foreign  country,  even 
without  permission,  might  be  arrested  there 
—Vattel,  IV.  7,  s.  108,  p.  486. 

It  was  attempted  to  meet  the  force  of  this 
argument  by  alleging  that  this  Court  has 
authority  to  modify  the  means  of  executing 
its  process,  and  compelling  obedience  to  its 
orders,  so  as  to  suit  the  rank  or  dignity  of 
particular  defendants;  but  this  allegation 
was  not  supported  by  any  authority,  or  by 
reference  to  any  known  law  or  practice  of  the 
Court.  In  the  case  of  the  Kjng  of  Spain, 
it  was  stated,  that  his  right,  '*  in  respect  of 
privilege  in  tiie  courts  of  England  was 
not  greater  than  that  of  any  of  his  sub- 
jects:" and  the  Lord  Chancellor  said, 
'*  The  King  of  Spain  sues  here  by  his  titie 
of  sovereign,  and  so  he  must  be  sued,  if 
at  all ;  but  beyond  the  mere  name  of  sove- 
reign, it  has  no  effect.  He  brings  with  him 
no  privileges  which  exempt  him  from  the 
common  fkre  of  other  suitors."  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  only  exemptions  from  the 
ordinary  effects  of  the  process  of  this  Court 
are  privileges  which  have  a  recognized  legal 
origin,  and  that  no  others  can  be  allowed. 
To  shew  that  a  sovereign  prince  carries  his 
prerogative  with  him  into  the  dominions  of 
other  princes,  reference  was  made  to  the  case 
of  Engehamo  de  Nogent,  stated  in  Fleta, 
lib.  II.,  ch.  8,  sec.  9,  p.  68,  and  cited  m 
Calvin's  case,  and  also  in  Moore,  798.  This 
man  was  an  attendant  upon  Edward  I., 
King  of  England,  when  in  France :  he  com- 
mitted a  theft  there,  and  was  apprehended 
for  it  by  the   French,  but    the  King  of 
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England  required  to  have  him  redelivered, 
being  his  subject,  and  of  bis  train,  and  upon 
dispute  in  the  parliament  of  Paris,  he  was 
sent  to  the  King  of  England,  to  do  bis  own 
justice  upon  him  ;  whereupon  he  was  tried 
before  the  steward  and  marshal  of  the  King 
of  England's  house,  and  executed  in  France. 
At  a  more  recent  period,  Monaldescbi,  an 
attendant  upon  Christina,  the  abdicated 
Queen  of  Sweden,  was,  by  her  orders,  put 
to  death  within  her  residence  in  France— 
Le  Bel  Relation  de  la  Mort  du  Mary  de 
Monaldeschiy  &c.,  Arch.  Cur.  2,  Ser.  c.  viii., 
287,  a  fact  in  itself  atrocious,  but  which  was 
not  seriously  resented  by  France ;  and  it  is 
said  to  have  been  afterwards  defended  by 
great  authority.  Bynkersboek  speaks  of 
it  thus : — "  Quod  factum  Galli  quamvis  in« 
dignabundi  impune  transmiserunt,  ex  im- 
potentia  muliebri  dicet  alter,  alter  vero 
ex  jure  gentium,  ut  optimum  maximumque 
est'*  (8) :  but  I  own  that,  with  reference  to 
the  present  case,  I  do  not  attach  much  im- 
portance to  instances  of  this  sort.  The  doc- 
trine or  fiction  which  has  been  expounded 
by  some  writers  on  the  Law  of  Nations, 
under  the  name  of  extra-territoriality  — 
Marietu,  46,  WheatUy,  1273 — ^if  it  were 
carried  out  to  its  legitimate  consequences, 
would,  as  it  appears  to  me,  render  it  highly 
dangerous  for  the  sovereign  of  any  country 
to  admit  within  his  dominions  any  foreign 
sovereign,  or  even  any  ambassador  of  a 
foreign  sovereign.  It  is  admitted,  that  the 
extent  to  which  the  doctrine  should  be  car- 
ried out  must  be  subject  to  great  modifica- 
tions, and  I  do  not  think  that  it  affords  any 
iassistance  in  the  practical  consideration  of 
the  question,  what  are  the  exemptions  or 
privileges  which  ought,  by  the  law  of  nations, 
to  be  allowed  to  a  foreign  sovereign  tem- 
porarily resident  within  the  dominions  of 
another  prince. 

Another  argument  for  the  defendant  was, 
that  a  sovereign  coming  from  his  own  domi- 
nions into  this  country,  attending  the  court 
of  the  Queen,  and  sitting  in  parliament,  must 
be  deemed  to  have  come  with  the  consent  of 
the  Queen,  and  to  have  been  entitled  to  a 
safe  conduct,  which  would  have  contained  a 
prohibition  to  sue  him  in  any  court ;  that 
therefore,  the  defendant  ought  to  be  deemed 
to  have  come  and  resided  here  on  the  £uth 
of  such  right,  which  he  is  not  the  less  en- 

(8)  Bjnkerthoek,  Op.  ii.  151. 


titled  to,  because  the  letters  of  safe  condttct 
were  not  actually  applied  for  and  issued. 
This  argument  assumes,  that  letters  of  safe 
conduct,  such  as  might  and  lawfully  ought 
to  be  issued  at  this  time,  and  on  the  occasioii 
of  such  a  visit  as  that  made  to  this  country 
by  the  King  of  Hanover,  would  have  con- 
tained a  prohibition  to  prosecute  such  a  aoit 
as  this. 

But  the  argument  for  the  defendant,  which 
appears  to  me  to  be  the  most  important,  was 
founded  upon  analogy  to  the  immunitiea 
of  ambassadors,  recognized  and  declared  to 
be  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  England, 
by  the  statute  of  7  Ann.  c.  12.  By  that 
statute,  it  was  declared,  **  that  all  writs  and 
processes  sued  forth  or  prosecuted,  whereby 
the  person  of  any  ambassador  of  any  foreign 
prince  authorized  and  received  as  such  by 
Her  Majesty,  may  be  arrested  or  imprisoned, 
or  his  goods  distrained,  seized,  or  attached, 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  utterly  null  and  void ; ' ' 
and  after  a  penal  clause  affecting  any  person 
who  may  sue  out  any  such  writ  or  process, 
there  is  a  proviso,  that  no  merchant  or  trader 
within  the  description  of  the  statutes  against 
bankrupts,  who  puts  himself  in  the  service 
of  any  ambassador,  shall  have  or  take  any 
benefit  by  the  act.  It  is  argued,  that  tlw 
law  of  nations  and  the  law  of  the  land  hav- 
ing granted  such  immunities  to  ambassadors, 
the  mere  envoys  and  agents  of  sovereign 
princes,  cannot  have  reused  at  least  equal 
immunities  to  the  sovereigns  themselves,  on 
whose  account  the  immunities  to  ambassa- 
dors were  given.  If  it  be  right  (as  is  uni- 
versally admitted)  that  ambamadors  should 
have  such  immunities,  it  must  iL  fortiori  be 
right  that  princes  should  have  them ;  and 
thus  it  is  argued,  that  because  ambassadors 
are  held  to  be  inviolable  in  the  countries 
where  they  reside,  princes  ought  also  to  be 
so.  But,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  this  is 
denied,  and  it  is  said,  that  we  nmst  look  at 
the  reason  of  the  law.  An  ambassador,  who 
comes  into  a  foreign  state  on  the  business  of 
his  sovereign,  which  cannot  be  transacted 
without  entire  freedom  and  independence  on 
his  part,  must  be  allowed  privileges  which 
are  in  no  way  required  for  the  protection  or 
accommodation  of  a  prince  who  comes  on  a 
visit  of  pleasure  or  compliment;  and,  more- 
over, that  the  immunity  of  an  ambassador 
does  not  extend  to  every  suit  of  every  kind. 
There  are  exceptions  depending  on  the 
peculiar  liabilities  or  obligations  of  the  per- 
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muDf  at  on  the  nature  of  the  transaction^ 
and  it  cannot  be  inferred,  that  because  an 
ambassador  is  in  some  or  many  cases  exempt 
firom  suit,  that  therefore  a  foreign  prince  is 
exempt  from  suit  in  all  cases.  The  question 
upon  the  demurrer  is  to  be  determined  by 
that  which  may  be  thought  to  be  the  law  of 
nations  applicable  to  the  case :  there  is  no 
English  law  applicable  to  the  present  subject, 
unless  it  can  be  derived  from  the  law  of 
nations,  which,  when  ascertained,  is  to  be 
deemed  part  of  the  common  law  of  England. 
The  law  of  nations  includes  all  regulations 
which  have  been  adopted  by  the  common 
consent  of  nations,  in  cases  where  such  com- 
mon consent  is  evidenced  by  usage  or  custom. 
In  cases  where  no  usage  or  custom  can  be 
found,  we  are  compelled  (amidst  doubts  and 
difBculties  of  every  kind)  to  decide  in  parti- 
cular cases  according  to  such  light  as  may 
be  afforded  to  us  by  natural  reason,  or  the 
dictates  of  that  which  is  thought  to  be  the 
policy  of  the  law :  **Lege  defidente^  recurritur 
ad  eoMuetudinem^  ei  deficiente  cansuetudinef 
reewrrUuT  ad  raiionem  naturalem,*^  and  in 
the  case  now  in  question,  it  does  not  appear 
that  there  have  been  cases,  or  that  events 
have  occurred  from  which  any  usage  or 
custom  of  nations  can  be  collected. 

Bynkershoek,  in  his  Treatise  De  Foro  Le- 
gMioTMrnt  cap.  3.  (Op.  ii.  1 50),  discusses  the 
very  question  which  is  now  under  consider- 
ation; he  supposes  a  sovereign  prince  to 
pass  into  the  dominions  of  another  prince, 
&r  any  cause  whatever  of  business  or  plea- 
sure. It  is  not,  he  says,  to  be  supposed, 
that  the  prince  went  there  with  the  intent 
to  put  off  his  own  sovereignty,  and  become 
the  subject  of  another ;  yet,  what  is  to  be 
dme,  if  he  commits  violence,  or  contracts 
debts  in  the  country  where  he  is  ?  this,  he 
says,  will  depend  on  the  law  of  nations, 
adopted  from  reason  and  mutual  consent, 
and  established  by  usage.  If  we  consult 
reason,  much  is  to  be  said  on  either  side. 
If  a  prince,  in  the  dominion  of  another,  be- 
comes a  robber,  homicide,  or  conspirator,  is 
he  to  escape  with  impunity  ?  If  he  extorts 
money  or  becomes  indebted,  is  he  to  be  per- 
mitted to  carry  home  his  plunder  ?  It  is,  he 
•ays,  difficult  to  admit  that ;  and  yet,  on  the 
othor  hand,  is  that  which  reason  and  the 
consent  of  all  nations  has  granted  to  ambas- 
•adors,  because  they  represent  a  prince  and 
obey  his  orders,  to  be  refused  to  the  prince 


himself,  perhaps  transacting  his  own  affairs  ? 
Is  the  sanctity  of  the  prince  less  than  that 
of  his  ambassador?  Shall  we  compel  the 
prince  himself  to  answer  when  his  envoy  is 
free?  The  learned  writer,  after  in  vain 
searching  for  precedent,  proceeds  thus:— 
"  Nihil  in  hoc  argumento  proficies  rebus 
similiter  a  gentibus  judicatis,  atque  ita  sola 
superest  ratio  quern  consulamus ;  et  hac  con- 
sultiL  ego  non  ausim  plus  juris  tribuere  in 
principem  non  subditum  quam  in  legatum 
non  subditum.  Quare  ut  extremum  est 
in  legato  ut  jubeatur  imperio  excedere, 
sic  et  in  principe  statuerem,  si  jus  hospitii 
violet.  In  causa  aeris  aHeni  idem  dixerim, 
nam  arresto  detinere  principem  ut  ses  alienum 
expungat,  quamvis  forte  strict!  juris  ratio 
permitteret,  non  permittit  tamen  analogia 
ejus  juris  quod  de  legatis  ubique  gentium 
reoeptum  est.  Si  neges  ubi  de  jure  gentium 
agitur  ex  analogia  disputari  posse,  ego  ne- 
gaverim  banc  quaestionem  ex  jure  gentium 
expediri  posse,  cum  exempladeficiantquibus 
consensus  gentium  probetur,  nee  quicquam 
adeo  supersit  quam  ut  ad  legatorum  exem- 
plum  ipsos  reges  et  principes  et  quidem  magis 
ab  arresto  dicamus  immunes,  etin  eo  &  caeteris 
privatis  differre." 

In  a  case  where  there  is  no  precedent — no 
positive  law — ^no  evidence  of  the  common 
consent  of  nations — ^no  usage  which  can  be 
relied  on, — where  reasons  important  and 
plausible  are  arrayed  in  opposition  to  each 
other, — ^and  where  no  clear  and  decided  pre- 
ponderance is  to  be  found,  it  seems  reason- 
able to  endeavour  to  borrow  for  our  guidance 
some  light,  however  feeble  and  uncertain, 
which  may  be  afforded  by  analogous  cases, 
from  whence  have  been  derived  rules  adopted 
with  great,  though  not  perfect  uniformity, 
by  all  nations.  It  is  true,  that  a  decision 
derived  from  principles  supported  by  ana- 
logous cases  alone,  cannot  be  entirely  satis- 
factory ;  and  yet  it  may  be  the  best,  the  most 
satisfactory,  which  the  nature  of  the  case 
admits  of.  It  will  be  more  satisfactory  in 
proportion  to  the  closeness  of  the  analogy 
between  the  cases  under  consideration.  It 
must  be  admitted,  that  all  the  reasons  as-' 
signed  for  the  immunity  of  ambassadors  are 
not  applicable  to  the  case  of  sovereign 
princes;  and  it  has  been  truly  observed, 
that  an  ambassador,  if  exempt  from  the  coer- 
cive power  of  the  law  in  the  country  where 
he  is,  may,  nevertheless,  be  compelled  to 
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submit  to  justice  by  bis  prince  in  his  own 
country ;  but  that  if  you  exonerate  the  prince 
himself,  justice  fails  altogether :  but  in  ulti- 
mate effect  the  cases  come  very  nearly  to  the 
same  result.  The  prince,  not  being  subject 
to  a  foreign  power,  may  refuse  to  compel  his 
ambassador  to  do  justice,  or  may  revise  to 
do  the  justice  declared  by  a  foreign  tribunal, 
when  requested  by  a  foreign  power;  and 
the  refusal  in  either  case  becomes  a  ground 
of  imputation  against  the  prince  who  refuses, 
and  may  give  rise  to  those  irritations  which 
are  so  apt  to  prove  incentives  to  war.  In- 
vestigate the  subject  as  we  may,  consider- 
ations of  this  sort  press  upon  us.  WhUst  a 
prevailing  respect  for  humanity  and  justice 
resides  in  the  breasts  of  princes,  and  when 
there  is  consent  as  to  the  means  of  ascer- 
taining and  promoting  the  ends  of  justice 
in  particular  cases,  it  is  well ;  but  in  the 
last  result  of  any  inquiry  on  the  subject,  we 
find,  that  in  the  absence  of  moral  sanctions 
and  of  treaty,  war  and  reprisals  (s.  e,  war 
again  in  a  particular  form)  are  the  sanctions 
of  that  which  is  called  the  law  of  nations.  If 
we  hold  foreign  princes  to  be  amenable  to 
the  courts  of  this  country,  the  orders  and 
decrees  which  may  be  made  cannot  be  exe- 
cuted by  the  ordinary  means — where  is  the 
power  which  can  enforce  obedience  ?  If  ac- 
cidental circumstances  should  give  the  power, 
and  if,  for  the  supposed  purposes  of  justice 
an  attempt  were  made  to  compel  the  obe- 
dience of  a  sovereign  prince  to  any  process, 
order,  or  judgment,  he,  and  the  nation  of 
which  he  is  the  head,  and  probably  all  other 
princes,  and  the  nations  of  which  they  re- 
spectively are  the  heads,  would  see,  in  the 
attempt,  nothing  but  a  hostile  a^^ession 
upon  the  inviolability  which  all  claim  as  the 
requisite  of  their  sovereign  and  national 
independence.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  against  sovereign 
princes  be  excluded,  we  are  on  the  institu- 
tion of  a  claim,  very  nearly,  though  not 
quite,  in  the  state  to  which  we  are  brought 
by  the  process,  order,  or  judgment  on  the 
former  supposition.  The  state  may  have  to 
seek  redress  for  the  injured  subject,  and  jus- 
tice is  to  be  requested  from  a  person  against 
whom  you  have  no  ordinary  power  to  enforce 
it.  It  may  be  refused ;  acquiescence  in  the 
re^isal  is  the  abandonment  of  justice,  and 
pressure  after  refusal  implies  an  imputation, 
and  gives  rise  to  discussions  and  irritations 


which  may  again  prove  incentives  to  war. 
Justice  can  be  peaceably  and  effectually  ad- 
ministered and  enforced  there  only  where 
there  is  recognized  authority  and  adequate 
power.  What  is  to  be  done  in  cases  where 
the  authority  is  denied,  where  there  is  no 
power  to  enforce  it  ? 

It  must  be  admitted,  that  the  subject  is 
replete  with  difficulties.  The  difficulties  of 
the  subject,  and  the  importance  of  main- 
taining the  legal  inviolability  of  sovereign 
princes,  can  scarcely  be  shewn  more  starongly 
than  by  adverting  to  the  opinions  which 
have  been  expressed  by  eminent  juriysts, 
that  offences  committed  by  sovereign  princes 
in  foreign  states  ought  rather  to  be  treated 
as  causes  of  war,  than  as  violations  of  the 
law  of  the  country  where  they  are  com- 
mitted, and  ought  rather  to  be  checked  by 
vengeance,  and  making  war  on  the  offender, 
than  by  any  attempt  to  obtain  justice  throng 
lawful  means.  Zouch.  Solutio  Qucestionis^ 
&c.  (cap.  iv.  p.  66),  says,  **  Ad  id  quod 
asseritur  male  cum  principibus  actum  iri,  si 
in  eorum  territoriis,  alus  principibus  ia 
eorum  pernitiem  conjurandi  licentia  sit  per- 
mittenda,  respondetur  quod  talis  licentia 
neutiquam  est  permittenda.  Sed  eos  bello 
prosequi  juri  gentium  consentaneum  est;- 
et  si  cum  in  territorio  principis  in  quern 
conjurarunt  deprehensi  sunt,  prsesenti  vin- 
dicti  uti  melius  videbitur;  juri  gentium 
convenit  disfidare  et  pro  hostibus  dedanoe 
unde  non  expectato  judicio  cuivis  eos  inter- 
ficere  impune  liceat."  And  Bynkershodc 
(Op.  ii.  151)  says,  "Quid  si  enim,  more 
latronis,  invitam  in  bona  in  pudicitiam  cujus- 
que  irruat,  nee  secus  atque  hostis  capt4 
grassetur  in  urbe.  Potent  utique  detineri 
forte  et  occludi  quamvis  per  turbam  maUm 
quam  constitutio  judicio." 

When  great  and  eminent  lawyers,  men  of 
experience  and  reflection,  so  express  them- 
selves as  to  shew  their  opinion,  that  less 
mischief  would  ensue  from  the  unrestrained 
and  irregular  vengeance  of  individuals  and 
of  the  multitude,  than  from  attempts  to 
bring  sovereign  princes  to  judgment  in  the 
ordinary  courts  of  a  foreign  country  where 
they  have  offended,  however  much  we  may 
lament  that  such  should  be  the  condition  of 
the  worid,  we  may  be  sure  of  the  sense  which 
they  entertain  of  the  difficulty  of  making, 
and  of  the  danger  of  attempting  to  make 
foreign  princes  amenable  to  the  courts  of 
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jnatioe  of  the  country  in  which  they  happen 
to  be. 

After  giving  to  the  subject  the  best  con- 
sideiation  in  my  power,  it  appearing  to  me 
that  all  the  reasons  upon  which  the  immu- 
nities of  ambassadors  are  founded,  do  not 
apply  to  the  case  of  sovereigns,  but  that 
there  are  reasons  for  the  immunities  of 
sovereign  princes,  at  least  as  strong,  if  not 
much  stronger  than  any  which  have  been 
advanced  for  the  immunities  of  ambassadors ; 
that  suits  against  sovereign  princes  of  foreign 
countries  must,  in  all  ordinary  cases  in  which 
orders  or  declarations  of  right  may  be  sued, 
end  in  requests  for  justice,  which  might  be 
made  without  any  suit  at  all ;  that  even  the 
fidlure  of  justice,  in  some  particular  cases, 
would  be  less  prejudicial  than  attempts  to 
obtain  it  by  violating  immunities  thought 
necessary  to  the  independence  of  princes 
and  nations,  I  think  that,  on  the  whole,  it 
ought  to  be  considered  as  a  general  rule,  in 
accordance  with  the  law  of  nations,  that  a 
sovereign  prince,  resident  in  the  dominions 
of  anoUier,  is  exempt  from  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  courts  there. 

It  is  true,  as  was  argued  for  the  plaintiff, 
that  the  common  interest  of  mankind  re- 
quires that  justice  should  ever3rwhere  be 
done,  and  that,  for  the  attainment  of  justice, 
all  persons  should  be  amenable  to  the  courts 
of  justice.  Such  is  the  general  rule ;  but  in 
cases  where  either  party  has  no  superior 
by  whom  obedience  can  be  compelled,  where 
the  execution  of  justice  is  not  provided  for 
by  treaty,  and  cannot  be  enforced  by  the 
authority  of  the  Judge;  and  where  an 
attempt  to  enforce  it  by  the  authority  of  the 
state,  may  probably  become  a  cause  of  war ; 
the  same  common  interest,  which  is  the 
foundation  of  the  rule,  requires  that  some 
exception  should  be  made  to  it,  and  that 
exception  is  the  general  rule  with  respect  to 
sovereign  princes.  The  question  then  arises, 
whether  the  exception  in  favour  of  sovereign 
princes,  and  the  exemption  from  suit  thereby 
allowed,  is  to  be  entire  and  universal,  or 
subject  to  any  and  what  limitations. 

'Hie  act  of  parliament  relating  to  ambas- 
sadors, professes  to  be  and  has  (\  B,  ^  C. 
562)  frequentiy  been  adjudged  to  be  decla- 
ratory, and  in  confirmation  of  the  common 
law ;  and,  as  Lord  Tenterden  said,  it  must  be 
construed  according  to  Uie  common  law,  of 
which  the  law  of  nations  must  be  deemed  a 


part.  The  statute  does  not  in  words  apply 
to  the  case  in  which  the  ambassador  might 
be  a  subject  of  the  Crown  of  England,  but 
there  is  an  exception  to  that  in  the  case  of 
bankrupts  in  the  service  of  ambassadors, 
and  cases  have  frequentiy  occurred  in  which 
an  ambassador  has  himself  been  a  subject 
of  the  sovereign,  to  whom  he  was  accredited ; 
and  notwithstanding  some  differences  of 
opinion  on  the  subject,  it  seems  to  be  con- 
sidered that  such  an  ambassador  would  not 
enjoy  a  perfect  immunity  from  legal  process, 
but  would  have  an  immunity  extending  only 
to  such  things  as  were  connected  witii  his 
office  and  ministry,  and  not  to  transactions 
and  matters  wholly  distinct  and  independent 
of  his  office  and  its  duties.  Bynkershoek 
(Op.  ii.  162)  thus  expresses  his  opinion  :— 
"  Legatum  scilicet  manere  subditum  ubi 
ante  legatiohem  friit,  atque  adeo  si  contraxit 
aut  deliquit  subesse  imperio  cujus  antea 
suberat ;  his  autem  consequens  est  nostros 
subditos,  quamvis  alterius  principis  lega- 
tionem  accipiant,  subditos  nostros  esse  non 
desinere  neque  forum  quo  semper  usi  sunt 
jure  subterftigere."  And  Vattel  (book  4, 
ch.  8,  sec.  112)  says,  '*  It  may  happen  that 
the  minister  of  a  foreign  power  is  a  subject  of 
the  state  where  he  is  employed,  and  in  this 
case  as  a  subject  he  is  unquestionably  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  country  in  everything 
which  does  not  directly  relate  to  his  minis- 
try." And  after  some  discussion  upon  the 
question,  how  we  are  to  determine  in  what 
cases  the  two  characters  of  subject  and 
foreign  minister  are  united  in  the  same 
person,  Vattel  adds,  "  Whatever  inconve- 
niences may  attend  the  subjection  of  a 
minister  to  the  sovereign  with  whom  he 
resides,  if  the  foreign  prince  chooses  to  acqui- 
esce in  such  a  state  of  things,  and  is  content 
to  have  a  minister  on  that  footing,  it  is  his 
own  concern."  And  presuming  from  this 
view  of  what  is  considered  to  be  the  law  of 
nations,  that  with  respect  to  the  immunity 
of  an  ambassador,  who  is  a  subject  in  the 
country  of  his  residence,  it  must  be  distin- 
guished what  acts  of  his  were  connected 
with  or  required  for  the  discharge  of  the 
duties  of  his  ministry,  and  what  were  not; 
and  that,  with  regard  to  acts  connected 
his  ministry,  the  Courts  (considering  his 
with  character  of  ambassador)  would  hold 
him  to  be  exempt  from  suit;  but  that,* 
with  regard  to  acts  not  connected  with  his 


120 


COURTS  OF  CHANCERY: 


ministry,  the  Courts  (considering  his  cha- 
racter of  subject)  would  hold  him  liable  to 
suit.  The  inquiry  is,  whether,  in  like  man- 
ner, a  sovereign  prince,  resident  in  the 
dominions  of  another  prince,  whose  subject 
he  is,  may  not  justly  and  reasonably  be  held 
free  from  suit  in  all  matters  connected  with 
his  sovereignty,  and  his  rights,  duties,  and 
acts  aa  sovereign,  and  yet  be  held  liable  to 
suit  in  respect  to  all  matters  unconnected 
with  his  sovereignty,  and  arising  wholly  in 
the  country  to  tibe  sovereign  of  which  he  is 
the  subject. 

The  first  and  most  general  is,  that  all 
persons  should  be  amenable  to  courts  of 
justice,  and  should  be  liable  to  be  sued.  A 
consideration  of  the  policy  of  the  law  creates 
an  exception  in  the  case  of  sovereign  princes. 
May  not  a  farther  consideration  of  the  policy 
of  the  law  create  a  modification  or  limitation 
of  the  exception  in  the  case  of  sovere^ 
princes  who  are  subjects  ? 

There  are  in  Europe  other  sovereign 
princes  who,  if  not  now,  have  been  subjects 
of  the  country  of  their  origin  or  adoption. 
Upon  such  a  question  as  this,  I  cannot 
fegard  those  cases,  but  they  may  have  their 
specialties,  of  which  I  am  not  aware.  I 
cannot  venture  to  say,  that  a  subject  acquir- 
ing the  character  of  a  sovereign  prince  in 
another  country,  and  being  recognized  as  a 
sovereign  prince  by  the  sovereign  of  the 
eovntry  of  his  origin,  may  not,  by  the  act  of 
icoognxtion  in  ordinary  cases,  and  by  the  laws 
of  aome  countries,  be  idtogether  released  from 
tfats  allegiance  and  legal  subjection  which  he 
previously  owed ;  but  this  case  must  depend 
im  its  own  circumstances ;  «id  I  am  of  opi- 
nion»  that  it  is  not  contrary  to  any  principle, 
and  not  unreasonable  to  consider  that,  in 
the  contemplation  of  the  Courts  of  this 
country,  the  inviolability  which  belongs  to 
His  Migesty  the  King  of  Hanover,  as  a 
sovereign  prince,  ought  to  be  and  is  modified 
hy  his  character  and  duties  aa  a  subject  of 
the  Queen  of  England. 

Previously  to  Ins  becoming  King  of  Han- 
over, he  always  lived  in  allegiance  to  the 
Grown  of  England,  and  in  subjection  to  the 
lows  of  England.  His  accession  to  the 
thxvme  of  Hanover  was  contemporaneous 
with  the  accession  of  the  Queen  to  the  throne 
of  this  kingdcMn,  and  since  he  became  King 
of  Hanover,  he  has  been  so  far  from  re- 
aonncingy  or  from  shewing  any  desre  to 


renounce,  his  allegiance  to  the  Crown  or  his 
subjection  to  the  laws  of  England,  he  has 
been  so  far  from  admitting  it  to  be  question- 
able, whether  his  sovereignty,  and  the  re- 
cognition of  it  by  the  Queen,  has  absolved 
his  allegiance  or  his  subjection  to  the  laws 
of  England,  that  he  has  renewed  his  oath  of 
allegiance,  and  taken  his  seat  in  the  English 
legislature,  and  has  claimed  and  exercised 
the  political  rights  of  an  English  subject  and 
an  English  peer. 

If  he  came  here  as  King  of  Hanorer 
only,  the  same  inviolability  and  privflegea, 
whidi  are  deemed  to  belong  to  all  sover- 
eign princes  would  have  been  his,  and  sare 
in  peculiar  cases,  such  as  I  have  before 
referred  to,  he  would  have  been  exempt 
from  all  suits  and  legal  process.  But  coming 
here,  not  as  King  of  Hanover  only,  but  as 
a  subject,  as  a  peer  of  the  realm,  and  as  a 
member  of  the  Privy  Council,  can  it  be 
reasonably  said,  that  he  is  exempt  from  all 
jurisdiction,  or,  in  other  words,  from  all  re- 
sponsibility for  his  conduct  in  any  of  those 
diaracters? 

The  law  of  England  admits  the  legal 
inviolability  of  the  sovereign,  requiring,  at 
the  same  time,  the  legal  responsibility  of 
those  who  advise  the  sovereign.  Can  the 
law  of  England,  in  any  individual  case, 
admit  the  strange  anomaly  of  an  inviolafale 
adviser  of  an  inviolable  sovereign,  of  a  legal 
subjection  without  any  legal  superiority? 
Can  any  peer  or  privy  councillor,  whatever 
station  he  may  oecupy  elsewhere,  be  per- 
mitted to  give  advice,  for  which  soy  other 
peer,  or  any  other  member  of  the  Ptfry 
Council,  mi^t  be  jusdy  impeadied,  and 
yet  hold  hnomelf  exempt  from  the  jnriadie- 
tion  of  the  highest  tribunal  in  the  realm  ? 
May  he  enter  into  a  oontract  which  any 
other  subject  would  be  eompdM  to  perform, 
and  yet  reftise  to  answo*  any  claim  what- 
ever, either  for  specific  perftnmmee  or  for 
damages? 

Ghpsat  incoDvemenoes  may  arise  froni  tiie 
exercise  of  any  jurisdiction  in  soch  a  ease. 
They  arise,  perhaps,  inevitably  from  the 
two  diacacters  which  his  Majesty  the  King 
of  Hanover  unites  in  his  own  person,  and 
from  the  claim  which  he  voluntarily  makes 
to  enjoy  or  exercise  eoncurrently  in  this 
country  his  rights  as  a  sovereign  prinee, 
and  also  his  rights  as  an  Esf^ish  sohjeet, 
peer,  and  privy  oouaciUor*    He  is  a  so^or- 
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cigp  pxiiifit,  and,  as  «uch,  inviolable  in  Ids 
own  donunions,  and,  I  presume,  also  in  the 
dominions  of  every  other  prince  to  whom  he 
is  not  a  subject.  Remaining  in  his  own 
dominions,  or  in  the  dominions  of  any  other 
pzinoe  to  whom  he  is  not  a  subject,  he  would 
(as  I  presume)  be  exempt  from  all  forensic 
jurisdiction.  But  he  comes  to  this  country, 
where  he  is  a  subject,  and  claims  and  exer- 
cises his  rights  as  such.  As  a  subject,  he 
owes  duties  correlative  to  which,  not  indivi* 
duals  only,  but  the  country  at  large  may 
have  legal  rights,  which  are  to  be  respected, 
and  being  legal  rights  agaiinst  a  subject,  in 
respect  of  his  acts  and  duties  as  a  subject, 
it  seems  that  they  ought,  if  necessary  and 
practicable,  to  be  vindicated  and  enforced 
by  the  law.  Those  legal  rights  would  be 
nugatory  if  his  inviolability  as  a  sovereign 
prince  would  admit  of  no  exception  or  modi* 
fieatioB.  £ut  any  contradiction  or  incon- 
sistency may  be  obviated  by  distinguishing, 
as  in  the  analogous  case  of  the  ambassadcM', 
the  acts  which  oug^t  to  be  attributed  to  one 
character  or  the  other ;  and  it  appears  to  me, 
that  when  neeessary,  it  must  be  the  office  and 
duty  of  the  Courts  to  make  the  distinction. 
If  the  distinction  can  justly  be  made,  why 
should  it  not  ?  and  why  should  not  the  juris* 
dietioA  be  exercised  so  Har  as  the  circum* 
stances  of  each  case  will  allow  ?  Admitting 
it  to  be  a  general  rule,  that  sovereign  princes 
are  not  liable  to  be  sued,  and  that  all 
sovirngn  princes  may  consider  themselves 
inteietted  te  maintain  the  inviolability  which 
each  one  claims,  and  that  any  aggression 
upon  it  mighty  in  ordinary  circumstances, 
he  a  cause  of  war;  yet,  observing  what  is 
stated  to  be  the  law  of  nations  in  the  case 
of  aabaasadoEB,  conceiving  that  to  be  arule 
S|ipliflahle  only  to  the  cases  of  sovereigns 
who  aie  subjects,  and  think  fit  actively  to 
exerciae  thor  rights  as  subjects,  it  cannot 
have  aay  extensive  application,  and  is  npt 
likely  to  excite  any  general  interest,  or  any 
alarm,  and  iiaving  regard  to  that  which  is 
absolutely  reqiured  to  maintain  the  relation 
between  sovereign  and  subject  in  any  coun- 
try, I  am  of  opinion  that  no  complaint  can 
justly,  or  wiU  probably,  arise  from  any  legal 
proceeding,  the  object  of  which  is  to  compel 
(as  &II  as  practically  may  be)  a  sovereign 
prince  resi^g  in  the  territory  of  another 
prince,  whose  subject  he  is,  to  perform  the 
duties  of  a  subject,  in  relation  to  his  own 
New  Seribs,  XlII — Chanc. 


acts  done  in  the  character  of  a  subject  only. 
And  admitting  that  in  ordinary  cases  it 
may  happen  that  the  execution  of  a  decree 
cannot  be  enforced  against  a  sovereign 
prince,  though  a  subject  of  this  realm,  I  do 
not  think,  for  that  reason,  that  a  plaintiff 
should  be  deprived  of  all  means  of  establish- 
ing his  right  in  a  due  course  of  procedure ; 
nor  do  I  think  that  I  ought  to  presume  that 
a  sovereign  prince,  who  deems  it  to  be  con- 
sistent with  his  dignity  and  interest  to  come 
here  and  practically  exercise  the  rights  of  an 
English  subject,  will  not  also  deem  it  con- 
sistent with  his  dignity  and  interest  to  yield 
willing  obedience  to  the  law  of  England, 
when  duly  declared*  And  for  these  reasons 
I  am  of  opinion,  that  his  Majesty  the  King 
<^  Hanover  is  and  ought  to  be  exempt  from 
all  liability  of  being  sued  in  the  courts  of 
this  country,  for  any  acts  done  by  him  as 
King  of  Hanover,  or  in  his  character  of 
sovereign  prince,  but  that,  being  a  subject 
of  the  dueen,  he  is  and  ought  to  be  liable 
to  be  sued  in  the  courts  of  this  country,  in 
respect  of  any  acts  and  transactions  done  by 
him,  or  in  which  he  may  have  been  engaged 
as  such  subject.  And  in  respect  of  any  act 
done  out  of  this  realm,  or  any  act  as  to 
which  it  may  be  doubtful  whether  it  ought 
to  be  attributed  to  the  character  of  sovereign 
or  to  the  character  of  subject,  it  appears  to 
me,  that  it  ought  to  be  presumed  to  be  attri- 
butable rather  to  the  character  of  sovereign 
than  to  the  character  of  subject.  And  fa- 
ther, it  appears  to  me,  that  in  a  suit  in  this 
court  against  a  sovereign  prince,  who  is  also 
a  subject,  the  bill  ought,  upon  the  £ftoe  of  it, 
to  shew  that  the  subject-matter  of  it  con- 
stitutes a  case  in  which  a  sovereign  prince 
is  liable  to  be  sued  as  a  subject.  I  cannot, 
therefore,  consider  the  present  suit  as  an 
ordinary  suit  between  subject  and  subject ; 
it  is  a  suit  against  a  defendant  who  is  prirnd 
facie  entitled  to  fecial  immunities ;  and  it 
ought  to  appear  on  the  bill  that  the  case 
made  by  it,  is  a  case  to  which  the  special 
immunities  ought  not  to  be  extended.  What 
is  shewn  is,  that  the  defendant  is  an  English 
subject,  and  may  therefore  not  be  exempt 
fax>m  suit  in  some  cases.  Is  it  shewn  that 
this  is  one  of  the  cases  in  which  the  defen- 
dant is  liable  to  be  sued  ? 

The  object  of  the  suit  is  to  obtain  an 
account  of  property  belonging  to  the  plain- 
tiff, alleged  to  have  been  possessed  by  the 
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t/^,  «*</.*..',«*,  *£•:  u^  /e<.->i.4u  .i»  ti*^  ^-ttr^- 

l^/f /#?//!  y*»iuf*iiut  *A  U*e  |/ixiiM«t:'ft  if.TXMixi/b 
mA  \tf'f\A'ny,  It  U  M>t  \,xiV'U*UA  tiiat  tbc 
U>xUHUt'ui  uiiA  \f^'*^u  Ut.\M:iinu*'A^ or  ^W-AuyUzA 

it  ti^ift  1I4  \ff<:n\iVj  ari'i  oj/<rraUon,  a.th^/u^^h  it 
i«  H\Ui/til  Ut  U;  i\\*"t['A  tUftftZf  and  uo  reason 
1%  p;(vrri  wliy  th<;  pulttltil'  (laii  ii/it  avaiied 
UUhA^ii  of  iUiil  jil'-^ality  t/^  obtain  rclkf 
Irom  it«  ft  in  aii/^od  Ui  Im;  null  and  void 
li4Tf<;  (  ttfid  u)K;ri  thin  I  niAy  i)\m^stt  that 
fdtliou^fi,  with  rv^nrd  U)  Hnglixb  inntru* 
ifM'fitii,  intcmh:d  to  ofH:rate  according  to 
Vth^fyukU  hiWf  tht*  Court,  knowing  the  nature 
of  tifi;  in»triinif.'rit,  the  relation  between  the 
\}iiri\v.%  to  it,  and  Uie  law  applicable  to  the 
vnH'f  tuny  ha  able,  even  on  demurrer  in  a 
ftiiiiple  i'riiinit  Ui  adjudicate  thereon  upon  a 
nirre  allegation  that  the  instrument  in  null 
and  void  \  yet  that  with  regard  to  a  foreign 
iriMtruuieiit,  int4^tided  to  operate  according 
to  a  law  not  known  in  Knglurul,  andwhichi 
an  i'ortMgu  law  in  to  be  proved  at  a  fact  in 
lli«  eauHOy  an  allegation  that  the  instrument 
Ih  void,  i»  too  vague* 

Hut  puMing  that  over,  and  coniiidering  the 
other  niJitterN  which  1  have  mentioned,  and 
(ibMirving,  that  notwithitanding  the  allegation 
aL  (ho  bar,  thattlui  inatrumcnt  complained  of 
In  wholl)  iudepeudentof  any  political  or  stats 
trunsoution,  it  it  in  the  bill  atated,  us  the  sequel 
ti)  a  political  revolution,  which  resulted  in 
thi)  deposiliun  of  a  sovereign  prince,  and  the 
Hppoiutmont  of  n  successur  made  under  the 
authority  of  u  decree  of  the  (xermanic  Diet 
by  tlir  lato  King  of  Hanover  and  the  reign- 
ing Duke  of  lirunswick;  oonsideriixg  also 
tliut  the  inNtrumont,  stated  in  the  sequel  of 
thctNo  imlltioul  proceedings  (which  I  must 
consider  to  be  eitlier  wholly  immaterial,  or 
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^jui^td  of  is  coax>ectcd  with  pilirSal  ir.i 
it^^Liie  trar.fartjons,  a&d  is  iiself  vLz:  in 
c^^LMr-on  parl^Lce  is  said  to  be  a  stjLic 
dfKTUiLent.  and  evidence  of  as  act  of  siare. 
But  upon  this  occasion  it  is  not  neces&iry 
for  me  to  gi%'e  any  opinion  upon  the  qu^^s- 
tion,  whether  the  act  complained  of  is  or  is 
not  an  act  of  state,  or  upon  the  question, 
which  seems  to  have  been  raised  in  Franct, 
whether  the  courts  of  a  foreign  country 
ought  to  take  notice  of  such  an  instmment, 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  guardian, 
under  its  authority,  to  possess  the  property 
and  effects  of  the  plaintiff  in  sodi  foRSgn 
country;  itisnoteven necessary fixr me tode* 
cide  the  question, whether,  as  against  a  subject 
only,  this  Court  could  have  any  jurisdictioa 
to  give  relief  in  respect  of  acts  done  abroad, 
under  such  a  foreign  instrument  as  this. 

The  question  which  I  have  had  to  con- 
sider is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  and  as  against  a  sovereign  prince, 
who  is  a  subject  of  the  Queen  of  England, 
this  Court  has  the  jurisdiction  which  is 
attributed  to  it  by  this  bill.  And  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  alleged  acts  and  transactions 
of  the  defendant,  under  colour  or  under  the 
authority  of  the  instrument  in  question,  are 
not  acts  and  transactions,  in  respect  of  which 
the  defendant  is  liable  to  be  sued  in  this 
Court,  or  in  respect  of  which  the  Court 
has  any  jurisdiction  over  him.  Let  this 
demurrer,  therefore,  be  allowed. 
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Lunati^-^  Answer — Ouardian^—l  WUL^* 

A  lunatic  and  his  committee  usually  p^ 
in  their  answer  together^  the  former  austeer- 
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ing  by  his  committee^  and  not  by  guardian^ 
unless  there  is  a  conflict  hettoeen  the  interest 
of  the  lunatic  and  his  committee,  in  which  ease 
the  former  answers  by  guardian. 

Mr.  Hislop  Clarke  applied  for  an  order, 
appointing  the  committee  of  a  lunatic  who 
resided  in  Ireland,  where  the  inquisition  was 
executed,  his  guardian,  for  the  purpose  of 
putting  in  an  answer;  hut 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  in 
such  a  case  a  guardian  was  unnecessary,  un- 
less there  was  a  conflict  of  the  interest  of  the 
committee  and  of  the  lunatic.  If  no  such 
conflict  existed,  then  all  that  was  necessary 
was,  to  have  proceedings  in  the  lunacy  in 
Ireland  recorded  in  the  Chancery  of  Eng- 
land, pursuant  to  the  act  1  Will.  4.  c.  65, 
when  the  lunatic  and  his  committee  might 
answer  together. 


ElAM,  V.C.I 

.  11,15.  / 


OSBORK  V.  FOREMAN. 
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Parties — Mixed  Fundr^SOth  Order  of 
August  184U 

Under  the  80f^  Order  of  August  1841, 
trvitees  by  devise  for  the  sale  of  real  estate, 
with  fwffer  to  give  discharges,  will  repre- 
sent ail  the  persons  beneficially  interested  in 
the  proceeds,  not  only  in  a  suit  by  a  claimant 
paramount  to  the  devise,  but  also  in  a  suit  by 
one  of  persons  claiming  under  the  will ;  and 
^^i  even  though  the  conduct  of  the  trustees 
he  impeached  by  the  bill. 

Where  the  cause  has  been  set  down  upon 
the  defendants  objection  for  want  of  parties, 
the  Court  will  not  always,  upon  the  hearing 
of  the  objection,  decide  upon  the  propriety  of 
making  the  persons  beneficially  interested, 
parties,  unless  the  facts  are  agreed  upon ;  but 
^iU  reserve  such  question  to  be  decided  at 
the  hearing  of  the  cause. 

The  testator,  H.  Thwaites,  hy  his  will, 
^ted  the  25th  day  of  July  1839,  appointed 
^e  defendants,  Foreman  and  others,  his 
executors  and  trustees,  and  devised  and 
^qoeathed  to  them  all  his  real  and  personal 
^tate,  in  trust  to  sell ;  with  power  as  to  the 
Teal  estate  to  give  discharges  for  the  pro- 
^^^eds  of  the  sale;  and  for  the  rents  and 
profits  until  such  sale ;  and  he  directed  his 


trustees  should  stand  possessed  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  upon 
trust  to  pay  his  dehts,  and  certain  annuities 
and  legacies  given  by  his  will ;  and  as  to  the 
residue  of  such  mixed  fund,  in  trust  for  the 
daughters,  living  at  his  death,  of  J.  W.  and 
C.  G,  in  equal  shares.  The  bill  was  filed 
by  one  of  the  residuary  legatees  under  the 
will,  against  the  executors  and  trustees,  the 
heir-at-law  of  the  testator,  and  the  other 
residuary  legatees,  for  a  general  administra- 
tion of  the  estate.  The  defendants,  by  their 
answer,  submitted,  that  the  persons  entitled 
to  the  annuities  and  legacies  charged  on  the 
mixed  fund,  ought  to  have  been  made  parties 
to  the  bill.  The  plaintiff,  under  the  39th 
Order  of  August  184 1  (1),  set  down  the  cause 
upon  the  defendants*  objection  for  want  of 
parties. 

Mr,  Roupell,  for  the  plaintiff,  having 
opened  the  case,  the  Court  called  on  the 
defendants  to  support  their  objection. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Goodeve,  for  the 
defendants,  contended,  that  the  30th  Order  of 
August  1841  (2)  applied  only  to  a  case  where 
a  person  having  a  paramount  claim  {e.  g. 
a  creditor,)  filed  his  bill  against  the  trustees 
for  sale  of  real  estate ;  and  did  not  apply 
where  the  bill  was  filed  by  a  legatee  interested 
in  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  under  the 
will ;  the  trustees,  in  such  a  case,  not  repre* 
senting  all  the  persons  beneficially  interested 
in  the  proceeds  :  and  that,  in  this  case,  the 
plaintiff  could  not  contend,  that  the  trustees 
properly  represented  all  the  parties  bene-^ 
ficially  interested,  as  the  bill  chaxged  them 
with  a  breach  of  trust :  that  the  words  in 
the  30th  Order,  "  on  the  hearing,"  meant 
the  hearing  of  the  objection ;  and  that  the 
Court  could  now  order  the  pecuniary  lega** 
tees  and  annuitants  to  be  made  parties. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  C,  M.  Roupell, 
contra,  contended,  that  the  case  came  within 
the  words  of  the  30th  Order ;  that  if  the 
trustees  could  represent  the  interests  of  the 
persons  beneficially  interested,  where  the 
plaintiff's  claim  was  adverse,  a  fortiori,  they 
could  where  the  plaintiff  admitted  their  claim. 
Pidgeley  v.  Rawling,  1  You.  &  Col.  C^C. 

552. 
Lloyd  V.  Smith,  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s«) 
Chanc.  457. 
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aefejidant,  under  colour  of  an  instrument, 
creating  a  species  of  guardianship  unknown 
to  the  law  of  England.  It  is  not  pretended 
that  any  one  act  was  done,  or  that  any  one 
receipt,  in  respect  of  which  the  account 
is  asked,  was  given  in  this  country.  Every 
act  alleged  as  a  ground  of  complaint  was 
done  abroad  in  Brunswick,  in  Hanover,  or 
elsewhere  in  foreign  countries.  No  act 
alleged  as  a  ground  of  complauit,  was  done 
by  the  defendant  before  he  became  King 
of  Hanover;  and  from  the  nature  of  the 
transactions,  and  the  recitals  in  the  instru- 
ment, there  are  strong  grounds  to  presume 
that  it  was  only  by  reason  of  his  being  King 
of  Hanover  that  the  defendant  was  ap- 
pointed guardian  of  the  plaintiff's  fortune 
and  property.  It  is  not  pretended  that  the 
instrument  has  been  impeached,  or  attempted 
to  be  impeached,  in  the  country  where  alone 
it  has  its  locality  and  operation,  although  it 
is  alleged  to  be  illegal  there,  and  no  reason 
is  given  why  the  plaintiff  has  not  availed 
himself  of  that  illegality  to  obtain  relief 
from  it.  It  is  alleged  to  be  null  and  void 
here ;  and  upon  this  I  may  observe,  that 
although,  with  regard  to  English  instru- 
ments, intended  to  operate  according  to 
English  law,  the  Court,  knowing  the  nature 
of  the  instrument,  the  relation  between  the 
parties  to  it,  and  the  law  applicable  to  the 
case,  may  be  able,  even  on  demurrer  in  a 
simple  case,  to  adjudicate  thereon  upon  a 
mere  allegation  that  the  instrument  is  null 
and  void ;  yet  that  with  regard  to  a  foreign 
instrument,  intended  to  operate  according 
to  a  law  not  known  in  England,  and  which, 
as  foreign  law  is  to  be  proved  as  a  fact  in 
the  cause,  an  allegation  that  the  instrument 
is  void,  is  too  vague. 

But  passing  that  over,  and  considering  the 
other  matters  which  I  have  mentioned^,  and 
observing,  that  notwithstanding  theallegation 
at  the  bar,  that  the  instrument  complained  of 
is  wholly  independent  of  any  political  or  stats 
transaction,  it  is  in  the  bill  stated,  as  the  sequel 
to  a  political  revolution,  which  resulted  in 
the  deposition  of  a  sovereign  prince,  and  the 
appointment  of  a  successor  made  under  the 
authority  of  a  decree  of  the  Germanic  Diet 
by  the  late  King  of  Hanover  and  the  reign- 
ing Duke  of  Brunswick;  considering  also 
that  the  instrument,  stated  in  the  sequel  of 
these  political  proceedings  (which  I  must 
consider  to  be  either  wholly  immaterial,  or 


as  introduced  into  the  bill  for  the  purpose 
of  shewing  the  character  of  the  transactions 
in  question),  is  stated  to  have  been  executed 
also  by  the  late  King  of  Hanover  and  the 
reigning  Duke  of  Brunswick;    and   con- 
sidering further,  the  objects  for  which  the 
instrument  is  purported  to  have  been  exe- 
cuted, connecting  those  objects   with  the 
political  transactions  stated  in  the  bill,  and 
the  transactions  alleged  to  have  taken  place 
at  Osterode  in  1830,  I  should,  if  it  were 
necessary  for  me  to  decide  the  question,  be 
disposed  to  think  that  the  instrument  com- 
plained of  is  connected  with  political  and 
state   transactions,  and  is  itself  what    in 
common   parlance    is  said   to   be   a   state 
document,  and  evidence  of  an  act  of  state. 
But  upon  this  occasion  it  is  not  necessary 
for  me  to  give  any  opinion  upon  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  act  complained  of  is  or  is 
not  an  act  of  state,  or  upon  the  question, 
which  seems  to  have  been  raised  in  France, 
whether  the  courts  of  a  foreign   country 
ought  to  take  notice  of  such  an  instrument, 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  guardian, 
under  its  authority,  to  possess  the  property 
and  effects  of  the  plaintiff  in  such  faidga 
country ;  itis  not  even  necessary.&v  m&to-dft- 
dde  the  question,whether,  as  against  a  subject 
only,  this  Court  could  have  any  jurisdiction 
to  give  relief  in  respect  of  acts  done  abroad, 
under  such  a  foreign  instrument  as  this. 

The  question  which  I  have  had  to  con- 
sider is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  ot 
this  case,  and  as  against  a  sovereign  prince, 
who  is  a  subject  of  the  Queen  of  England, 
this  Court  has  the  jurisdiction  which  h 
attributed  to  it  by  this  bill.  And  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  sdleged  acts  and  transactions 
of  the  defendant,  under  colour  or  under  the 
authority  of  the  instrument  in  question,  are 
not  acts  and  transactions,  in  respect  of  which 
the  defendant  is  liable  to  be  sued  in  this 
Court,  or  in  respect  of  which  the  Court 
has  any  jurisdiction  over  him.  Let  this 
demurrer,  therefore,  be  allowed. 


.R.     \ 
.  11.  J 


LADYHARTLANDV.  ATCHEBLBX. 


M 

Jan 

LunatiO'^  Answer — Oudrdian — 1  ^i^*  ^* 
c."66. 

A  lunatic  and  his  committee  usually  p^ 
in  their  answer  together ^  the  Jormer  answer' 
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tug  hy  his  committee^  and  not  by  guardian^ 
unless  there  is  a  conflict  between  the  interest 
of  the  lunatic  and  his  committee^  in  which  ease 
the  former  answers  by  guardian, 

Mr.  Hislop  Clarke  applied  for  an  order, 
appointing  the  committee  of  a  lunatic  who 
resided  in  Ireland,  where  the  inquisition  was 
executed,  his  guardian,  for  the  purpose  of 
putting  in  an  answer;  but 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  in 
such  a  case  a  guardian  was  unnecessary,  un- 
less there  was  a  conflict  of  the  interest  of  the 
committee  and  of  the  lunatic.  If  no  such 
conflict  existed,  then  all  that  was  necessary 
was,  to  have  proceedings  in  the  lunacy  in 
Ireland  recorded  in  the  Chancery  of  Eng- 
land, pursuant  to  the  act  1  Will.  4.  c.  65, 
when  the  lunatic  and  his  committee  might 
answer  together. 


RAM,  V.C.I 

I.  11,15.  / 


WlGRAM,V.C. 

Jan. 


OSBORK  V,  POREMAN. 


Parties — Mixed  Fund — 30^^  Order  of 
August  184U 

Under  the  SOth  Order  of  August  1841, 
trustees  hy  devise  for  the  sale  of  real  estate, 
with  power  to  give  discharges,  will  repre- 
sent aU  the  persons  beneficially  interested  in 
the  proceeds,  not  only  in  a  suit  by  a  claimant 
paramount  to  the  devise,  but  also  in  a  suit  by 
one  of  persons  claiming  under  the  will ;  and 
that  eten  though  the  conduct  of  the  trustees 
he  impeached  by  the  bill. 

Where  the  cause  has  been  set  down  upon 
the  defendants  objection  for  want  of  parties, 
the  Court  will  not  always,  upon  the  hearing 
of  the  objection,  decide  upon  the  propriety  of 
making  the  persons  beneficially  interested, 
parties,  unless  the  facts  are  agreed  upon ;  but 
viU  reserve  such  question  to  be  decided  at 
the  hearing  of  the  cause. 

The  testator,  H.  Thwaites,  by  his  will, 
dated  the  25th  day  of  July  1839,  appointed 
the  defendants.  Foreman  and  others,  his 
executors  and  trustees,  and  devised  and 
bequeathed  to  them  all  his  real  and  personal 
estate,  in  trust  to  sell ;  with  power  as  to  the 
real  estate  to  give  discharges  for  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale;  and  for  the  rents  and 
profits  until  such  sale ;  and  he  directed  his 


trustees  should  stand  possessed  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  upon 
trust  to  pay  his  debts,  and  certain  annuities 
and  legacies  given  by  his  will ;  and  as  to  the 
residue  of  such  mixed  fund,  in  trust  for  the 
daughters,  living  at  his  death,  of  J.  W.  and 
C.  G,  in  equal  shares.  The  bill  was  filed 
by  one  of  the  residuary  legatees  under  the 
will,  against  the  executors  and  trustees,  the 
heir-at-law  of  the  testator,  and  the  other 
residuary  legatees,  for  a  general  administra- 
tion of  the  estate.  The  defendants,  by  their 
answer,  submitted,  that  the  persons  entitled 
to  the  annuities  and  legacies  charged  on  the 
mixed  fund,  ought  to  have  been  made  parties 
to  the  bill.  The  plaintiff,  under  the  39th 
Order  of  August  184 1  (I),  set  down  the  cause 
upon  the  defendants'  objection  for  want  of 
parties. 

Mr.  Roupell,  for  the  plamtiff,  having 
opened  the  case,  the  Court  called  on  the 
defendants  to  support  their  objection. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Goodeve,  for  the 
defendants,  contended,  that  the  30th  Order  of 
August  1841  (2)  applied  only  to  a  case  where 
a  person  having  a  paramount  claim  (e.  g. 
a  creditor,)  iiled  his  bill  against  the  trustees 
for  sale  of  real  estate ;  and  did  not  apply 
where  the  bill  was  :filed  by  a  legatee  interested 
in  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  under  the 
will ;  the  trustees,  m  such  a  case,  not  repre* 
sendng  all  the  persons  beneficially  interested 
in  the  proceeds  :  and  that,  in  this  case,  the 
plaintiff  could  not  contend,  that  the  trustees 
properly  represented  all  the  parties  bene* 
ficiaUy  interested,  as  the  bill  charged  them 
with  a  breach  of  trust :  that  the  words  in 
the  30th  Order,  "  on  the  hearing,"  meant 
the  hearing  of  the  objection ;  and  that  the 
Court  could  now  order  the  pecuniary  lega- 
tees and  annuitants  to  be  made  parties. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  C.  M.  Roupell, 
contrsi,  contended,  that  the  case  came  within 
the  words  of  the  30th  Order ;  that  if  the 
trustees  could  represent  the  interests  of  the 
persons  beneficially  interested,  where  the 
plaintiff's  claim  was  adverse,  a  fortiori,  they 
could  where  the  plaintiff  admitted  their  claim. 

Pidgeley  v.  Rawling,  1  You.  &  Col.  C.C. 
552. 

Lloyd  V,  Smith,  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.8«) 
Chanc.  457. 

(1)  Ord.Can.  175;  lOLaw  J.Rep.(if.s.)Chftnc.414. 

(2)  Ibid.  173;   10  Lft«ir  J,  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  413. 
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Jan.  15. — ^WiGRAfiC,  V.C. — In  this  case, 
the  trustees  tinder  the  will  had  power  to 
sell  and  give  discharges  for  the  purchase- 
money,  and  also  for  the  rents  and  profits 
till  sale ;  and,  therefore,  primd  facie,  they 
are  trustees  within  the  dOth  Order  of  Au- 
gust 1841.  The  second  branch  of  the 
order  says,  "  And  in  such  cases  it  shall  not 
be  necessary  to  make  the  persons  benefi- 
cially interested  in  such  real  estate,  or  rents 
and  profits,  parties  to  the  suit."  The  trus- 
tees contend,  that  these  words  shew  by 
necessary  implication,  that  the  only  suits 
contemplated  by  the  order,  were  suits  in- 
stituted by  persons  claiming  adversely  to 
the  devise ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  order 
could  not  have  contemplated  suits  in  which, 
even  if  it  were  personalty,  die  residiuiry  lega- 
tees must  have  been  made  parties.  It  would 
be  a  most  extraordinary  proposition  to  say, 
that  the  Court  had  passed  an  order  to  that 
effect.  If  the  trustees  can  with  safety  re« 
present  all  the  persons  beneficially  interested, 
in  the  ease  of  an  adverse  daim,  it  would  be 
strange  if  they  could  not  represent  the  whole 
estate,  where  the  parties  claiming  admit  the 
priority  of  interest  of  the  other  parties—' 
via.  the  annuitants  and  pecuniary  legatees. 
Still,  however,  if  the  order  was  so  worded, 
as  the  defendants  say  it  is,  I  must  have 
given  effect  to  it ;  but  I  am  of  opinion,  that 
that  is  not  the  effect  of  the  order.  If  the 
order  had  stopped  at  the  first  branch  of  it, 
no  argument  could  have  been  founded  upon 
it,  for  making  the  pecuniary  legatees  parties. 
But  the  subsequent  words  have  reference  to 
the  old  practice,  and  are  inserted  to  shew, 
that  it  was  intended  to  alter  that.  Another 
point  was  raised  upon  the  third  branch  of 
the  order — that  "the  Court  may,  upon  con- 
sideration of  the  matter  on  the  hearmg,  if  it 
shall  so  think  fit,  order  such  persons  to  be 
made  parties."  It  was  sug^sted,  that  I 
should  now  decide,  that  it  was  proper  that 
these  persons  should  be  made  parties.  It 
IS  quite  clear,  that  the  words  '*on  the  hear- 
ing," were  put  in  advisedly.  Suppose  the 
defendant  to  suggest  a  given  state  of  fhcts, 
and  that,  acoordfing  to  diose  facts,  certain 
persons  were  necessary  parties.  The  sug- 
gestion may  be  true ;  but  the  plaintiff  has 
a  right  to  say,  that  he  will  try  to  disprove 
those  facts,  by  evidence  at  the  hearing.  In 
this  stage  of  the  cause,  I  could  merely  de- 
cide, that  unless  those  fects  were  displaced, 


those  persons  must  be  made  pardes.  Besides^ 
the  case  put  upon  the  bill  may  be  materially 
altered  by  amendment,  before  the  cause 
comes  to  a  hearing.  In  this  ease,  I  shall 
not,  at  present,  give  any  opinion  upon  that 
objecdon ;  though  I  do  not  mean  to  say, 
that  the  .Court  may  not  usefully,  in  some 
cases,  even  at  this  stage  of  the  cause,  where 
the  &cts  are  agreed  upon,  give  an  opinkm 
whether  it  would  be  proper  to  make  the 
persons  beneficially  interested,  parties. 

The  Court  made  no  order  upon  the  oh* 
jecdon ;  the  costs  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 


K.  Bruce,  V.C. 
Feb.  16. 


} 


MOORE  V.  MOORE. 


Baron  and  Feme — Feme  Covert — J?e- 
straint  from  Anticipation, 

By  the  marriage  settlement  of  H,  O.  M. 
and  E,  By  (the  intended  wife^J  tmsteeMwere 
directed  to  pay  the  income  of  a  truetfund  "tp 
such  person  or  persons  as  E,  jB,  notwiih' 
standing  coverture,  should  by  any  wriUny 
under  her  hand,  excepting  by  any  mifdeofan^ 
ticipationf  direct  or  appoint ;  and  in  defauk 
of  such  direction  or  app&inimenty  Into  her  own 
Jtands,  for  her  own  sUe,  «epar«<e,  a$ul  peeu^ 
Uar  use  and  benefit,  exeluinvely  of  the  said 
H.  O.  M:'  E.  M,  by  deed,  assigned  the 
income  to  accrue  after  the  date  ofAe  deed: 
— Held,  thai  Htis  assignment  was  invalid* 

By  a  setdement  dated  in  1808,  and  made 
on  the  marriage  of  H.  6.  Moore  and  Elisa- 
beth Bramall,  certain  property  was  vested  in 
trustees,  who  were  dkected  to  stand  pos- 
sessed thereof,  **  upon  trust,  during  the  joint 
lives  of  Elizabeth  Bramall  and  H.  6.  Moore, 
to  pay  the  said  income  to  such  person  or 
persons  as  the  said  Elisabeth  Branallt  not- 
withstanding her  coverture,  should  by  any 
writing  under  her  hand,  excepting  by  any 
mode  of  anticipation,  direct  or  appoint ;  said 
in  de&ult  of  such  direction  or  appointment, 
into  her  own  hands,  for  her  own  sole,  sepa- 
rate, and  peculiar  uae  and  benefit,  exclu- 
sively of  the  said  H.  G,  Mooie." 

AbiU  waa  filed  by  Mrs.  Moore,  in  IBdS^ 
agunst  the  trustees,  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining (among  other  things)  the  payment  of 
ancais  of  income,  arising  from  the  trust  fond, 
due  to  her;  and,  by  the  decree  made  m 
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1838,  a  reference  was  made  to  the  Master, 
to  take  an  account  of  such  arrears. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  19th  of  May 
1842,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Moore  assigned  to  Mr. 
Aspiey  **all  those  the  dividends,  interest, 
and  animal  produce  then  due  and  owing,  or 
which  thereafter  might  he  decreed  to  be  then 
due  and  owing,  or  which,  on  the  Anther 
healing  of  the  said  cause  on  further  direc- 
tions, might  be  decreed  or  ordered  to  be  paid 
to  Elizabeth  Moore  for  her  separate  use, 
under  or  by  virtue  of  the  settlement,"  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  to  Mn  Asprey  the 
payment  of  the  sum  of  3082.,  then  advanced 
by  him  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Moore,  and  all  such 
farther  sums  as  he  might  advance,  not  ex- 
ceeding in  the  whole,  with  the  3082.  already 
advanced,  the  simi  of  5002. 

By  the  decree,  made  on  ftirther  directions, 
b  December  1843,  the  trustees  were  ordered 
to  pay  into  the  Bank,  on  or  before  the  15th 
of  February  1844,  the  sum  of  5942.,  being 
the  net  amount  of  arrears  of  income  due  and 
to  become  due  to  Mrs.  Moore  up  to  the  1st 
of  March  1844;  and  it  was  ordered,  that 
this  sum  should  be  paid  out  to  Mrs.  Moore^ 
on  her  sole  receipt. 

Mr.  A^rey  now  presented  a  petition, 
stating,  that  there  was  due  to  him,  in  respect 
of  the  3082.  and  interest,  and  forther  ad- 
vances and  interest,  the  sum  of  4952. ;  and 
praying  for  the  payment  of  this  sum,  and 
the  coats  of  the  petition,  out  of  the  5942. 

It  appeared,  that  the  airears  of  income 
due  to  Mrs.  Moore  on  the  19th  of  May  1842, 
the  date  of  the  deed  of  assignment  to  Mr. 
Asprey,  amounted  to  3422. 

Mr.  ShapteTf  for  the  petitioner,  contend- 
ed, that  the  form  in  which  the  ineome  had 
been  settled  upon  Mrs.  Moore,  did  not  pre- 
vent her  from  assigning  it  by  way  of  antici- 
pation; and  cited-*- 

Barrymore  v.  EUUf  8  Sim.  1. 
Bntifn  V.  Bamfard^  11  Sim.  127;  s.c. 

1 1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  385. 
Mr.  Swamton  and  Mr*  Bactm^  for  Mrs. 
Uoore* 

Knight  Bkucs,  V.C. —  I  have  always 
understood,  that  when  a  fund  is  settled  for 
the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman,  she 
may  appoint  it  as  she  pleases,  and  that  her 
appomtment  may  be  prospective,  that  is,  by 
way  of  anticipation,  and  of  such  a  nature 
that  she  may  be  prevented  from  revoking  it. 


But,  as  such  an  interest  is  the  creature  of 
the  Court,  although  a  person  not  married 
cannot  be  restrained  from  alienation,  (ex- 
cept by  making  the  interest  cease — ^if  such 
be  an  exception,)  it  was  decided  by  Lord 
Thurlow  (1),  if  not  before  his  time,  that  in 
the  case  of  a  married  woman  there  may  be 
such  a  restraint ;  and  this  is  now  the  settled 
law.  The  intention,  however,  must  be  ex- 
pressed, otherwise  the  power  of  appointment 
may  be  exercised  by  her.  Without  giving 
any  opinion  on  the  two  cases  which  have 
been  cited,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  true 
interpretation  of  the  clause  now  before  me 
is,  that  the  income  shall  be  paid  into  her 
hands  until  she  appoints  it,  but  that  she  shall 
not  appoint  it  so  as  to  affeet  any  part  of  it 
prospectively.  Until  she  appoints  it,  no  part 
of  the  income  can  be  affected. 

The  construction  in  each  case  must  depend 
on  the  particular  words  in  each  clause ;  and 
my  construction  of  the  clause  in  this  case  is, 
that  the  wife  is  restrained.  There  is  a  spedfio 
difference  between  the  language  in  thu  case 
and  that  in  the  cases  of  Barrymore  v.  EUu 
and  Brwm  v.  Bamford.  I  do  not  give  any 
opinion  on  either  of  those  eases :  I  only  de- 
cide on  the  languageof  the  clause  in  the  case 
before  me. 

It  was  ordered,  that  the  sum  of  3422. 
should  be  paid  to  the  petitioner.  No  order 
as  to  costs. 


K.  Bruce 
Feb 


RATHARINB  S  DOCK 
COMPANT  e.  MOOLA7 
MANTZOUC. 


Answer — Jurat — Defendant  ^narant  of 
the  English  Language. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  a  defendant,  a 
foreigner^  ignorant  of  the  EngUsh  language^ 
shotM  put  in  an  answer  in  his  native  km^ 
guage.  An  answer  in  the  EngUsh  language 
is  sufficient* 

It  is  not  necessary  that  sueh  a  defendant 
sJumld  apply f  by  motion  or  petition^  for  an 
interpreter. 

The  answer  of  sueh  a  defendant  had  tAe 

following  jurat ;«— **  Sworn  at  the  office  of  th& 

Clerks  of  Records  and  Writs,  by  the  drfen^ 

dant  M.  M,  by  the  interpretation  of  B.  C  ; 

the  said  interpreter  being  first  sworn  that  he 

(1)  See2Mer.487. 
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had  truly y  distinctly,  and  audibly  interpreted 
the  answer  to  the  defendant,  and  will  truly 
interpret  the  oath  about  to  be  administered  to 
him" : — Held,  that  this  jurat  was  sufficient. 

The  signatures  of  a  Moorish  Jew,  a  de- 
fendant, to  an  answer,  although  differing  from 
his  name  as  written  in  the  pleadings,  held 
sufficient. 

This  was  a  motion  to  take  the  answer  of 
the  defendant,  Moglaf  Mantzguc,  off  the 
file. 

The  defendant  was  a  Moorish  Jew,  and 
ignorant  of  the  English  language. 

The  defendant  did  not  put  in  an  answer 
In  his  native  language.  His  answer,  which 
extended  over  several  skins  of  parchment, 
was  in  the  English  language. 

There  had  been  no  motion  for  an  inter- 
preter. 

The  answer  had  been  sworn  at  the  office 
of  the  clerks  of  records  and  writs,  before 
one  of  the  clerks  of  records  and  writs ; 
and  the  jurat  was  as  follows : — "  Sworn  at 
the  Record  and  Writ  Clerks  Office,  Chan- 
cery Lane,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  by 
the  defendant,  Moglaf  Mantzguc,  by  the 
interpretation  of  Benetto  Cohen,  the  said 
interpreter  being  first  sworn  that  he  had 
truly,  distinctly,  and  audibly  interpreted 
the  contents  of  this  answer  to  the  defendant, 
and  that  he  will  truly  interpret  the  oath 
about  to  be  administered  to  him,  this  4th 
day  of  December  1843,  before  me,  S.  C. 
Ward." 

The  defendant  was  called  in  the  bill 
Moglaf  Mantzguc.  The  title  to  the  answer 
was,  "  The  answer  of  Moglaf  Mantzguc,  the 
defendant  to  the  bill,"  &c.,  and  his  name 
was  so  spelt  in  the  body  of  the  answer. 
Every  skin  of  parchment  was  signed  by 
the  interpreter  and  the  defendant ;  but  ah 
the  signatures  of  the  defendant,  which  were 
in  ihe  English  character,  differed  firom  the 
words  Moglaf  Mantzguc.  They  were  also 
not  uniform,  scarcely  two  of  diem  being 
alike. 

The  plaintiffs  moved  that  this  answer 
should  be  taken  off  the  file  on  the  four  fol- 
lowing grounds  : — First,  because  the  answer 
was  put  in  in  the  English  language  alone,  and 
not  ^so  in  the  native  language  of  the  defen- 
dant ;  secondly,  because  there  had  been  no 
motion  for  an  interpreter ;  thirdly,  because 
the  facts  sworn  to  in  the  jurat  were  not 


sufficient  to  insure  the  plaintiffs  a  proper 
answer;  and  fourthly,  because  the  signa- 
tures of  the  defendant  did  not  correspond 
with  the  name  of  the  defendant,  as  stated 
in  the  title  to  the  answer  and  the  pleadings. 

The  passages  in  the  books  of  practice  (1) 
relating  to  tiie  first  two  objections  are  as 
follows : — In  Hinde,  p.  228,  it  is  said,  "  In 
the  case  of  a  foreigner  not  sufficiently  versed 
in  the  English  language  to  answer  in  that 
tongue,  an  order  of  course  must  be  obtained 
upon  motion  or  petition  for  an  interpreter, 
and,  the   answer  being  engrossed  in  the 
foreign  language,  a  translation  thereof  upon 
parchment  must  be  made  by  the  interpreter, 
and  annexed.   The  foreigner  must  be  sworn 
to  his  answer ;  the  interpreter  attending  is 
previously  sworn  to  interpret  truly,   and 
conveys  to  the  foi^igner  the  language  of  the 
oath;  at  the  same  time  he  swears  to  the 
translation  as  true  and  just,  to  the  best  of 
his  ability,  and  the  jurat  is  adapted  thereto.*' 

This  passage  is  repeated  in  1  Harrison*s 
Practice,  300  (ed.  1 790),  WyaWs  Prac.  Reg. 
p.  13,  and  2  Dan.  C.P.  279,  286.  ^o 
authority,  however,  is  cited  for  these  posi- 
tions except  Simmonds  v.  Du  Barre  (2). 

In  1  Fowl.  Exch.  Prac.  874  (2nd  ed.), 
it  is  said,  ''  But  in  the  case  of  a  foreigner 
resident  here,  and  unacquainted  with  the 
English  language,  an  answer  was  first  sworn 
to  in  the  French  language,  and  afterwards 
translated  into  the  English  language,  to 
which  translation  defendant  was  also  sworn.'* 
Two  cases  in  the  Exchequer  are  there 
referred  to,  in  which  this  practice  was  adopted. 

The  rule  is  stated  thus  in  1  Smith's  C.P. 
265,  "  Where  a  foreigner  puts  in  an  answer 
in  his  own  language,  a  sworn  translation 
must  also  Be  filed  with  it;"  and  Simmonds 
V.  Du  Barre  is  cited. 

The  report  of  the  case  of  Simmonds  v.  Du 
Barre  consists  simply  of  the  passage  before 
given  firom  Smith* s  Chancery  Practice.  The 
original  record  of  the  answer  of  the  defen- 
dant in  that  case  was  produced  in  court, 
and  the  following  jurat  was  extracted  from 
it:—"  Sworn  the  21st  of  June  1791,  by  the 
defendant,  by  the  interpretation  of  Benjamin 
Simmonds,  who  was  first  duly  sworn  that  he 
had  truly  communicated  the  contents  of  the 

(1)  It  has  been  thought  convenient  to  put  the 
following  authorities  cited  for  the  motion  in  (1m 
statement  of  the  case. 

(2)  3  Bro.  C.C.  263, 
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annexed  writing,  and  will  truly  explain  the 
oath  about  to  be  administered  before  me.*' 

Mr.  Berry,  of  the  office  of  the  Clerks  of 
Writs  and  Records,  who  was  in  court,  stated, 
that  the  answer  of  the  defendant  in  this  case 
had  been  sworn  according  to  the  usual  prac- 
tice. He  stated  also,  that  the  answer  of  the 
defendant,  in  Simmonds  v.  Du  Barre,  had 
been  sworn  before  Mr.  Walker,'who  had  been 
a  Master  in  Chancery,  and  subsequently 
Accountant  General,  and  that  the  form  from 
which  the  jurat  in  that  answer  had  been 
taken,  was  in  the  handwriting  of  Mr.  Curzon, 
who  was,  in  1791,  a  clerk  in  the  office,  oif 
'very  great  experience,  and  that  this  form 
had  been  handed  down  from  that  time  to 
the  present. 

3fr.  Utissell  and  Mr,  Hargrave^  for  the 
motion. — [After  stating  the  four  grounds  of 
objection  to  the  answer.] — These  objections 
are  substantial,  and  not  merely  questions  of 
fionn.     First,   a  plaintiff  has  the  right  to 
ohtain  the  fullest  and  most  complete  answer 
to  his  bill,  which  the  defendant  can  give» 
with  the  sanction  of  his  oath.    In  order  that 
this  may  be  done,  the  defendant  must  be 
fuUy  acquainted  with  the  bill,  and  the  inter- 
rogatories to  it,  and  also  perfectly  under- 
stand the  contents  and  nature  of  that  which 
he  swears  to  for  his  answer ;  and  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  have  the  means  of  seeing  that  all 
proper  steps  have  been  taken  to  make  the 
defendant  acquainted  with,  and  to  under- 
stand diese  pleadings^    It  is  right,  therefore^ 
on  this  principle,  that  there  should  be  a 
oiotion  for  an  interpreter ;  that,  if  the  person 
selected  .by  the   defendant  be  notoriously 
incompetent  or  improper,  the  plaintiff  may 
l>ave    an   opportunity   of   removing    him. 
Again,  it  is  right  on  this  principle,  that  the 
interpretation  of  the  answer  by  the  interpreter 
to  the  defendant  should  take  place,  not  in 
private,  but  in  some  place  where  persons,  on 
hehalf  of  the  plaintiff,  may  see  that  the  inter- 
pretation  is  really  made,  and  &irly  and 
properly  made.     Again,  it  is  right  on  this 
principle,  that  the  defendant  should  put  in 
an  answer  in  his  own  language.     This  is£ar 
better  than  any  system  of  interpretation,  and 
gives  him  the  best  means  of  knowing  what 
his  answer  really  is.     Again,  it  is  right,  that 
^ctly  after  the  interpretation  has  been 
made,  the  answer  should  be  sworn  and  filed 
at  once,  or  should  be  sealed  up  and  taken 
care  of  until  sworn  and  filed ;  in  order  that 


the  plaintiff  may  be  assured  that  no  alteration 
has  taken  place  in  the  answer  after  the  in* 
terpretation.  After  an  answer  has  been 
sworn  before  commissioners,  it  is  sealed  up 
and  delivered  to  a  messenger,  who,  on  giving 
it  to  be  filed,  must  swear  that  it  is  in  the 
same  state  as  when  he  received  it — 2  Dan, 
C,P.  29 1 .  All  these  steps  ought  to  be  taken  to 
insure  the  plaintiff  a  proper  answer.  Here, 
however,  the  answer  is  not  in  the  native 
language  of  the  defendant.  There  has  been 
here  no  motion  for  an  interpreter,  and  no 
answer  in  the  defendant's  native  language. 
There  is  no  statement  in  the  jurat  that  the 
bill  has  ever  been  explained  at  all,  or  that 
the  interpretation  of  the  answer  took  place 
except  in  private ;  and  it  is  quite  consistent 
with  everything  stated  in  the  jurat,  that  the 
answer  was  not  filed  in  the  same  state  as  it 
was  in,  when  interpreted.  According  to  the 
practice  adopted  here,  in  all  cases  of  answers 
of  foreigners,  ignorant  of  the  English  lan- 
guage, die  interpreter  may  be  wholly  unfit 
for  his  employment ;  the  interpretation  may 
be  falsely  or  incompletely  made,  or  not  at 
all ;  it  may  be  made  anywhere  or  nowhere ; 
and  the  writing  put  on  the  file  as  the  defen*- 
dant's  answer,  may  be  a  totally  different 
thing  from  the  writing  interpreted  to  him. 
Secondly,  the  plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  be  able 
to  enforce  the  penalties  of  perjury,  in  case 
the  defendant  should  have  sworn  falsely. 
Now,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  prosecute  the 
defendant  for  perjury  on  such  an  answer  as 
this ;  although  the  plaintiffs  might  prove  that 
it  contained  false  statements,  and  auch  as  the 
defendant  knew  to  be  false,  as  they  could  not 
bring  home  to  the  defendant  that  he  really 
knew  what  it  was  he  was  swearing  to. 

There  is  another  objection  to  this  answer, 
arising  firom  the  signature  of  the  defendant  not 
corresponding  with  his  name  as  written  in 
the  pleadings.  Such  an  answer  is  a  nullity, 
and  is  liable  to  be  taken  off  the  file  for  irre- 
gularity—2  Dan.  C.P,  266,  267. 

The  text  books  mentioned  in  the  state- 
ment of  the  case  were  cited  in  support  of 
the  positions,  as.  to  the  language  of  the 
answer  and  the  motion  foe  an  interpreter. 
Omychundy.  Barker,  1  Atk.  21 ; 
Lord  Belmorev.  Anderson^  4  Bro.  C.C, 
90  ;  s.  c.  2  Cox,  288 ; 
as  to  commissions  for  examining  witnesses 
ignorant  of  English,  were  also  referred  to. 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Hardy ^  for  the  de- 
fendant, were  not  called  upon. 
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Knight  Bruce,  V.C— With  regard  to 
the  objection  as  to  the  signatures  of  the 
defendant;  considering  the  nation  and  the 
country  of  the  defenduit,  I  think  the  signa- 
tures ought  to  be  held  sufficient. 

With  regard  to  the  question  as  to  the  hm- 
guage  of  the  answer,  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
authority,  that  a  defendant  ignorant  of  the 
English  language,  is  bound  to  put  in  an 
answer  in  his  native  language.  If  none 
such  exists,  the  answer,  as  far  as  language 
goes,  is  correct. 

The  objections,  then,  are  confined  to 
the  form  of  the  jurat.  It  has  been  said, 
that  the  interpreter  may  have  been  an 
improper  person.  There  is,  however,  no 
case  before  me  that  he  was  so;  there  is 
nothing  but  a  possibility,  a  mere  hypothesis : 
I  am  not  to  take  it,  that  the  interpreter 
was  an  ignorant  or  improper  person ;  and 
as  no  such  case  is  now  before  me,  I  need 
not  express  any  opinion  upon  it.  Many 
sensible  and  practical  questions  have  been 
raised  as  to  die  guards  which  ought  to  be 
used  in  taking  the  answer  of  such  a  defen- 
dant as  the  present  If  the  jurat  were  now 
to  be  framed,  I  speak  it  with  deference,  per- 
haps, some  alteration  might  be  made.  But 
I  find  that  in  the  year  1791,  a  jurat  was 
used  in  a  cause  in  which  there  were  defen- 
dants ignorant  of  the  English  language,  not 
substantially  different  from  the  present.  In 
1791,  the  business  in  the  Six  Clerks  office 
was  conducted  most  carefully,  and  the  per- 
sons then  employed  in  it  were  well  versed 
in  the  forms  used  in  it.  Mr.  Berry  states, 
that  the  jurat  was  in  the  handwriting  of  Mr. 
Curcon,  then  a  most  experienced  officer, 
and  that  the  answer  was  sworn  before  Mr. 
Walker,  an  experienced  member  of  the  bar, 
and  then  a  Master  in  Chancery  or  Account- 
ant General.  Thexe  is,  therefore,  every 
rational  probability,  that  it  was  framed  by 
persons  perfectly  conversant  with  the  prac- 
tice and  rules  of  the  Court,  which  view, 
according  to  the  judgment  and  opinion  of 
Mr.  Berry,  is  correct.  I  am  now  required 
to  decide  against  the  existing  practice,  with- 
out any  proof  to  the  contrary,  except  state* 
ments  in  certain  books  of  practice,  suscep- 
tible of  the  interpretation  given  in  Mr. 
Smith's  book.  To  these  statements,  great 
deference  is  due,  but,  in  the  absence  of  any 
authority  or  information,  except  these  opi- 
nions, I  cannot  decide  according  to  them. 
I  am  not  sure  but  that  something  mi^t  be 


suggested;  but  the  more  I  have  considered 
the  ancient  foims  of  this  court,  the  less  do  I 
find  them  susceptible  of  improvement;  and 
the  more  they  are  departed  finom,  the  more 
are  error  and  inconvenience  increased.  A 
great  deal  has  been  said  about  perjury.  On 
Uiis  I  give  no  opinion,  as  it  is  not  my  office 
to  decide  that  question;  but  I  may  add, 
that  I  by  no  means  accede  to  the  argument 
on  that  point. 

Mr.  RusseU^  in  reply  to  a  question  from 
his  Honour,  having  stated  he  cQd  not  intend 
to  appeal, — 

Motion  refused^  with  costs. 


K.  Bruce 
March 


V  C  1 

'      '     *  >       LEACH  9.  LEACH. 

Administrator — Evidence* 


A  certified  copy  of  the  entry  of  the  death 
of  Af  in  the  hooks  of  a  superintendent  regis* 
irar,  taith  the  usual  affidavit  of  identity,  not 
sufficient  evidence  of  the  death  of  A,  on  a 
petition  for  the  payment  to  the  administrator 
of  A,  of  a  sum  found  due  to  A, 

By  a  decree  made  in  this  cause,  one  of 
the  defendants  was  declared  to  be  absolutelj 
entitled  to  a  sum  of  money.  This  defendant 
died  intestate.  A  petition  was  now  presented 
by  his  administrator,  praying  for  pa3rment 
of  this  sum.  In  support  of  this  petition,  the 
letters  of  administration,  and  a  certified  (1) 
copy  of  the  entry  of  the  death  in  the  book 
of  die  registrar  of  births,  deaths,  and  mar- 
riages, of  the  district  in  which  the  defendant 
died,  with  the  usual  affidavit  of  identity,  were 
produced. 

Mr.  F.  Bayley^  for  the  petition. 

His  Honour,  having  stated  he  did  not 
consider  the  copy  of  this  entry  sufficient 
evidence  of  the  death,  expressed  a  wish  to 
know  how  such  copies  had  been  treated  by 
the  other  branches  of  the  Court. 

Mr.  Elderton  stated,  that  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  had  refused  to  receive  such  copies 
as  evidence  of  the  deaths  of  the  persons 
named  therein. 

Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce  said,  the  evi- 
dence produced  in  this  case  was  not  sum* 
dent.  There  must  be  an  affidavit  of  th« 
death,  on  the  production  of  which  the  order 
might  be  taken. 

(1)  6  &  7  Will.  4.  c.  86.  St.  85,  ZS. 
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IRELAND  V,  EADE. 


Jan 

Receiver — Petition, 

As  a  general  rule,  a  receiver  in  a  cause 
ought  not  to  present  a  petition  to  the  Court ; 
hvit  where  he  has  incurred  heavy  costs  in  act- 
ing under  the  directions  of  the  Courts  and  the 
parties  to  the  suity  after  repeated  applications 
to  them,  neglect  to  apply  to  the  Court  for  an 
order  directing  payment  of  such  costs,  the 
Court,  where  great  delay  has  arisen,  will 
enterUuH  the  receiver's  petition,  and  order 
payment  of  such  costs  to  him. 

The  petition  in  this  case,  which  was  pre- 
sented by  the  receiver  in  the  cause,  prayed 
the  payment  to  him  of  divers  costs,  charges, 
and  expenses  mcnrred  by  him,  by  reason  of 
W.  Eade,  one  of  the  defendants,  having  re- 
ibed  to  give  np  possession  of  a  farm  and 
lands  in  obedience  to  the  order  of  the  Court. 
A  person^  employed  by  the  receiver  to  carry 
into  effect  the  order  of  the  Court,  had  been 
severely  wounded  by  W.  Eade  in  a  conflict 
with  that  person,  and  the  receiver  had  been 
bound  over  by  the  magistrates  to  prosecute 
W.  Eade,  and  in  the  course  of  such  proceed- 
ings the  receiver  had  incurred  heavy  ex- 
penses, and  W.  Eade  was  convicted  and 
puni^ed  for  the  assault.  So  far  back  as  the 
27th  of  January  1834,  the  petitioner's  soli- 
citor applied,  by  letter,  to  the  plaintiff's 
solicitor,  having  the  conduct  of  the  suit,  re- 
questing that  application  might  be  made  to 
tbe  Court  for  the  payment  to  the  receiver  of 
tile  amount  of  the  costs,  charges,  and  ex- 
penses that  had  become  due  to  him  in  his 
character  of  receiver,  but  no  proper  steps 
iud  been  taken  by  any  party  to  the  suit  to 
obtain  an  order  of  the  Court,  directing  such 
payment  to  be  made,  and  in  1841,  the  soli- 
citor of  the  petitioner,  on  his  behalf,  consent- 
ed to  his  being  discharged  as  the  receiver 
over  the  estates ;  frequent  opportunities  had 
since  offered  for  the  plaintift''8  obtaining  an 
order  for  taxation,  and  payment  of  the  re- 
ceiver's costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  but 
they  were  always  passed  over. 

Mr,  G,  Turner,  in  support  of  the  appli- 
cation, said,  it  could  not  be  denied  by  the 
parties  to  the  suit,  that  the  claim  made  was 
veil  grounded,  and  that  the  circumstances 
justified  the  receiver  in  presenting  the  peti-* 
tion. 

Nkw  Ssribs,  XIII.— Chamc. 


Mr,  Kindersley,  contr^,  contended,  that 
the  petition  ought  not  to  have  been  present- 
ed, if  any  other  mode  of  proceeding  pre- 
sented itself^  and  that  the  receiver  was  not 
justified  in  the  course  he  had  pursued. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  he 
thought  the  petitioner  had  some  justification 
for  exhibiting  a  little  impatience  in  this  case, 
inasmuch  as  some  of  the  costs  in  question  had 
been  incurred  as  far  back  as  the  year  1 832 ; 
that  although  as  a  general  rule  a  receiver 
ought  not  to  take  upon  himself  to  present  a 
petition,  his  Lordship  saw  no  ground  in  the 
present  case  for  making  him  pay  the  costs  ; 
that  the  receiver  had  clearly  shewn  by  his 
applications  to  the  plaintiff's  solicitor,  that 
he  had  no  desire  to  create  expenses  by  pre- 
senting a  petition ;  and  it  was  clear  that  the 
parties  to  the  cause  might  have  attained  the 
object  of  the  receiver,  without  additional 
costs,  had  they  proceeded  correctly ;  instead 
of  doing  so,  they  neglected  in  their  pro- 
ceedings to  make  proper  service  on  the 
necessary  parties,  and  thereupon,  after  a 
long  lapse  of  time,  the  present  application 
was  made. 

A  balance  of  rents  being  in  the  hands  of 
the  receiver,  it  was  arranged  that  the  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses  of  the  receiver,  and 
the  costs  of  the  petition,  should  be  ultimately 
paid  thereout. 


M 
Jan 


.R.      \ 
.  15.   I 


RICHARDSON  V,  HASTINGS, 


Pleading — Demurrer —  Want  of  Parties — 
Partnership —  Club. 

A  bill  was  filed  by  A,  on  behalf  of  him- 
self and  all  other  persons  (except  the  two 
defendants),  who,  at  the  time  of  the  dissolu- 
tion of  a  club,  were  then  living,  and  the  personal 
representatives  of  such  of  them  as  were  dead. 
The  defendants  were  two  of  several  members 
of  the  club  committee,  and  were  charged  by 
the  bill  with  having  wasted  and  misapplied 
part  of  the  assets  of  the  club,  and  retained 
the  remainder,  and  that  they  refused  to 
aeeount  to  the  pUmtiff,  or  the  other  members 
of  the  club  for  the  same.  The  biU  alleged, 
amongst  other  things,  that  the  plaintiff,  and 
several  other  members  of  the  club,  made 
specific  contributions  of  13Z.  ecuh,  in  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  of  the  club^  and  subscribed 
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monies  on  the  formation  of  the  club  towards  the 
purchase  of  furniture  for  it^  which  furniture 
the  defendants  had  sold,  and  refused  to  give 
any  account  thereof.  The  biU  stated,  that  an 
indenture  had  been  executed,  by  which  the 
plaintiff  was  to  stand  possessed  of  the  lease 
of  the  club-house  and  the  furniture,  ^c,  for 
the  use  of  the  club,  and  upon  further  trust,  if 
necessary,  to  sell  the  same,  and  thereout,  in 
the  first  place,  pay  the  sums  contributed  by 
the  plaintiff  and  certain  other  members  of  the 
club,  and  also  the  monies  advanced  for  the 
purchase  of  the  furniture,  ^c,  for  the  use  of 
the  club.  It  was  sought  by  the  bill  to  have 
the  accounts  taken  against  the  defendants 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  furniture,  ^c,  which 
had  been  sold  by  them,  and  to  have  payment 
thereof  to  the  bankers  of  the  club,  and  also  a 
general  account  of  the  assets  and  effects  of 
the  club  remaining  unrealized  and  undisposed 
of,  and  of  its  debts  at  the  time  of  its  dissolu' 
tion ;  and  the  bill  prayed  that  directions  might 
be  given  for  satisfaction  of  the  debts : — Held, 
on  demurrer,  for  want  of  equity  and  want  of 
parties,  that  the  demurrer  for  want  of  equity 
was  not  sustainable ;  but  that  as  it  appeared, 
on  the  face  of  the  bill,  probable,  that  there 
might  be  a  question  between  those  persons,  on 
whose  behalf  the  bill  purported  to  be  filed, 
viz,  whether  the  contributors  of  the  funds  for 
the  service  of  the  club,  and  the  subscribers  to 
the  furniture,  were  entitled  to  a  priority  of 
payment  over  the  general  body  of  members, 
the  demurrer  was  valid  for  want  of  parties, 

Semble — the  bill  might  have  been  sustain- 
ed  against  the  defendants,  had  it  not  sought 
a  final  distribution  of  the  funds,  and  the  wind- 
ing up  of  the  club. 

The  present  bill  was  filed  by  Charles  Ri- 
chardson, on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other 
persons  (except  the  two  defendants),  who  at 
the  time  of  the  dissolution  thereof,  were 
members  of  a  certain  club  called  the  Alliance 
Club,  and  were  living,  and  the  personal  re- 
presentativea  of  such  of  them  as  were  dead. 
The  defendants,£dward  Hastings  and  Henry 
£mly,  were  two  of  the  members  of  the  com- 
mittee of  the  club,  and  the  biU  stated  the 
porchase  of  the  lease  of  a  house  and  premises 
in  Pall  Mall  for  the  purposes  of  the  club. 
The  club  having  been  formed,  the  house  was 
opened  in  April  1887  for  the  use  of  the 
members,  being  100  in  number.  The  bill 
then  stated  several  of  the  rules  of  the  dub, 


by  one  of  which,  each  new  member  on  his 
admission  was  required  to  pay  his  subscrip- 
tion to  Messrs.  Hopkinson,  the  bankers  of 
the  club,  who  were  alone  authorized  to  re- 
ceive monies  on  account  of  the  club,  and  by 
another  of  which,  the  committee  of  the  club 
was  to  consist  of  twenty  members,  to  be 
elected  by  ballot. 

The  bill  then  stated,  that  at  a  special 
general  meeting  in  December  1837»  it  was 
resolved,  that  the  furniture  of  the  club,  which 
had  been  hired  of  Thomas  Hopkinson,  should 
be  purchased,  and  that  for  sudi  purpose  a 
sum  of  money  should  be  raised  by  a  sub- 
scription, by  way  of  loan,  from  the  members 
of  the  club,  and  that  a  sum  of  400i.  should 
be  borrowed  from  the  said  Messrs.  Hop- 
kinson, and  that  such  furniture  when  pur- 
chased, as  well  as  the  other  furniture  of  the 
club,  should  be  vested  in  the  plaintiff,  upon 
certain  trusts  particularly  mentioned  in  the 
indenture  next  thereinafter  stated ;  and  cer- 
tain other  arrangements  were  entered  into  in 
the  same  indenture  detailed;  that  by  in- 
denture, dated  the  27th  of  January  1838, 
and  made  between  the  two  defendants  £. 
Hastings  and   Henry  Emly,  and  Charles 
Stewart,  of  the  first  part,  the  several  persons 
whose  names  and  seals  were   subscribed 
and  affixed  to  the  second  schedule  thereto, 
of  the  second  part,  John  Peachy,  ironmonger, 
of  the  third  part,  Charles  Hopkinson,  Hugh 
Barton  the  younger,  and  Henry  Kny  vett,  of 
Regent  Street,  bankers,  of  the  fourth  part, 
and  the  plaintiff  of  the  fifUi  part,  wherein  it 
was  recited  (amongst  other  things),  that  the 
several  articles  and  things  specified  in  the 
first  part  of  the  first  schedule  thereunder 
written,  were  purchased  with  the  monies  of 
the  club,  and  belonged  to  the  club,  and  that 
it  was  considered  desirable  that  the  several 
articles  and  things  specified  in  the  second 
part  of  the  first  schedule  should  be  purchased 
for  the  use  of  the  said  club,  and  that  the 
several  persons  parties  thereto  of  the  first 
and  second  parts  (all  of  whom  were  mem- 
bers of  the  said  club)  had  advanced  the 
several  sums  set  opposite  to  their  respective 
names,  in  the  second  schedule  thereunder 
written,  and  that  it  was  i^reed  that  the  re- 
payment of  the  said  several  sums,  with  in- 
terest thereon,  afler  the  rate  of  61,  percent, 
ahould  be  secured  on  the  articles  and  things 
^edfied  in  the  first  and  second  parts  of  the 
said  first  schedule,  and  on  all  other  property 
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and  effects,  for  the  time  being,  of  the  said 
clttb,  and  that  the  said  John  Peachy,  from 
whom  several  of  the  said  articles  and  things 
specified  in  the  second  part  of  the  said  first 
sehednle  were  to  be  purchased,  had  agreed 
that  the  sum  of  1,0002.,  part  of  his  charges 
for  the  articles  and  things  purchased  from 
him,  should  remain  due  to  him,  and  be 
secured  with  interest  thereon  after  the  rate 
aforesaid,  on  the  articles  and  things  specified 
in  the  said  first  and  second  parts  of  the 
said  first  schedule,  and  on  all  other  the  pro- 
perty and  effects,  for  the  time  being,  of  the 
said  dub,  and  that  it  was  also  agreed  that 
the  sums  so  to  be  secured  to  the  several  per- 
sons parties  thereto  of  the  first  and  second 
parts,  and  J.  Peachy  respectively,  should  be 
paid  as  soon  as  the  funds  of  the  said  club 
vould  admit,  and  that  the  repayment  thereof, 
or  of  any  of  them,  or  of  any  part  or  parts 
thereof  respectively,  should  not  be  previously 
lequiied,  and  that  the  members  of  the  said 
club  should  not  be  either  collectively  or  in- 
dividually liable  to  the  repayment  of  the  said 
several  sums,  and  the  interest  thereof,  and 
that  the  said  articles  and  things  specified  in 
the  second  part  of  the  said  first  schedule 
were  accordingly  purchased  by  the  said  club, 
and  the  monies  so  advanced  by  the  said 
several  persons,  parties  thereto  of  tibe  first  and 
second  parts,  were  then  owing  to  the  said 
respective  persons,  on  the  security  of  the 
said  articles  and  things,  and   such  other 
property  as  aforesaid;    and  that  the  said 
sum  of  1,0001.  was  then  owing  to  the  said 
i'  Peachy  on  the  same  security,  and  that 
Hopkinson  &  Co.  had  agreed  to  advance 
to  tlie  club  4002.,  on  having  the  same  with 
interest  secured  in  manner  thereinafter  men- 
tioned,— ^it  was,  in  consideration  of  the  sum 
of  4002.  paid  by  Hopkinson  &  Co.  to  the 
nid  parties  thereto  of  the  first  part,  for  the 
iise  and  benefit  of  the  said  club,  agreed  and 
declared,  that  the  said  several  articles  and 
tlungs  specified  in  the  said  first  and  second 
puts  of  the  said  first  schedule  should  be 
vested  in,  and  that  possession  thereof  should 
be  forthwith  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  upon 
tnist,  in  case  the  club  should  pay  to  Hop- 
kinson &  Co.  4002.  and  interest  diereon,  at 
^>  per  cent,  per  annum,  on  the  27th  of 
January  1839,  then  in  trust  for  the  said  dub, 
^Qt  nevertheless  subject  to  and  charged  with 
^he  payment  of  the  said  several  sums  secured 
^^^eieon  for  the  benefit  of  the  several  persons, 


parties  thereto  of  the  first  and  second  parts, 
and  the  said  J.  Peachy  respectively,  con- 
formably to  the  agreement  thereinbefore 
mentioned,  but  in  case  default  should  be 
made  in  payment  of  the  said  4002.  and  the 
interest  thereof  at  the  time  therein  mention- 
ed, then  upon  trust  for  the  plaintiff,  to  sell 
the  said  articles  and  things  specified  in  the 
first  and  second  parts  of  the  first  schedule 
as  he  should  think  fit,  and  out  of  the  monies 
to  arise  therefrom  to  reimburse  himself  all 
expenses  of  carrying  into  effect  the  trusts  and 
provisions  therein  contained,  and  then  to 
pay  Hopkinson  &  Co.  the  debt  of  4002.  and 
the  interest  thereof,  and  in  the  next  place  to 
pay  pari  poMu,  and  without  any  preference 
or  priority,  the  principal  sums  and  interest 
then  due  and  owing  to  the  several  persons 
parties  thereto  of  the  first  and  second  parts, 
and  J.  Peachy  respectively,  conformably  to 
the  agreement  thereinbefore  mentioned,  and 
to  pay  the  surplus  to  the  persons  constitut- 
ing the  committee  of  the  club  for  the  use  and 
benefit  thereof.  And  it  was  by  the  same  in- 
denture further  agreed,  that  the  said  parties 
thereto  of  the  first  part  should  stand  and  be 
possessed  of  the  house,  being  No.  79,  Pall 
Mall,  after  the  lease  had  been  granted  to 
them  thereof,  in  trust  for  more  effectually 
securing  to  Hopkinson  &  Co.  the  said  sum 
of  4002.,  and  the  interest  thereof,  and  upon 
further  trust,  in  case  the  said  articles  and 
things  specified  in  the  first  and  second  parts 
of  the  said  first  schedule  thereunder  written, 
should  become  saleable  under  the  trusts 
therein  contained,  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to 
enter  the  said  house,  and  to  remove  therefrom 
the  said  several  articles  and  things,  or  such 
of  them  as  the  plaintiff  should  think  fit ;  and 
it  was  fixrther  agreed,  that  the  said  respective 
sums  owing  to  the  said  parties  diereto  of  the 
first  and  second  parts,  and  John  Peachy  re- 
spectively, should  continue  secured  on  the 
said  articles  and  things  specified  in  the  said 
first  and  second  parts  of  the  said  first  sche- 
dule, but  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  said 
sum  of  4002.,  and  the  interest  thereof,  and 
that  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the  first  and 
second  parts,  and  John  Peachy  respectively, 
should  not  require  the  repayment  of  thesud 
several  sums  owing  to  them  respectively, 
until  the  monies,  for  the  time  being,  in  the 
hands  of  the  committee  of  the  club,  and 
which  should  not  be  required  for  the 
payment  of  the  expenses  of  the  club  for 
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the  current  year,  should  be  sufficient  to 
pay  the  same  in  full.  The  bill  then  pro- 
ceeded to  allege,  that  the  two  defendants, 
together  with  the  plaintiff  and  twenty-one 
other  members  of  the  club,  executed  the  said 
indenture  as  parties  thereto,  and  that  several 
other  members,  besides  those  who  executed 
the  said  indenture,  subscribed  to  the  said 
fund,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  and  John  Mal- 
travers,  one  of  such  members,  subscribed 
501.  each  to  the  fund,  and  that  the  various 
subscriptions  to  the  said  fund  amounted  to 
the  aggregate  sum  of  805  J. ;  that  the  furni- 
ture which  had  been  hired  from  Thomas 
liopkinson  was  accordingly  purchased,  and 
the  sums  of  money  so  subscribed  as  afore- 
said, were  paid  to  him  as  part  of  the  purchase- 
money  for  the  same ;  that  the  old  lease  of 
the  house  having  been  surrendered,  a  new 
lease  thereof  was  granted  to  C.  Stewart  and 
the  two  defendants  Hastings  and  Emly,  at 
the  rent  of  450^. ;  that  the  financial  affairs 
of  the  club  becoming  more  embarrassed,  in 
June  1838,  W.  H.  Dobson,  the  auditor  of 
the  accounts,  and  one  of  the  members  of 
the  committee,  drew  up  a  balance  sheet  of 
the  accounts  of  the  club  from  the  1st  of 
January  in  that  year  to  that  time,  and  also 
a  report  of  its  prospects ;  that  the  annual 
meeting  of  the  club  for  the  year  1838  took 
place  on  the  9th  of  June  1838,  at  which 
the  defendant  Hastings  acted  as  chairman, 
and  divers  resolutions  were  adopted  for 
the  purpose,  if  possible,  of  continuing  the 
club  and  keeping  open  the  house;  that 
the  meeting  was  adjourned  to  the  27th  of 
June  1838,  when  it  was  resolved  to  carry 
on  the  club,  but  the  club  still  becoming 
more  embarrassed,  a  special  general  meeting 
took  place  on  the  10th  of  May  1839,  at 
which  the  two  defendants  were  present ;  that 
a  report  of  the  state  of  the  affiurs  of  the  dub, 
to  which  the  two  defendants  were  parties, 
and  contributed  to  the  framing  of,  was  laid 
before  such  meeting,  and  it  was  thereby 
stated,  that  a  contribution  of  13/.  from  each 
of  the  members  of  the  club  would  be  suffi- 
cient to  meet  all  the  liabilities  thereof;  that 
it  was  resolved  at  auch  meeting,  that  the  club 
should  be  that  day  dissolved ;  and  that  the 
members  constituting  the  committee  for  the 
year  ending  on  the  1st  of  May  should  sell 
and  dispose  of  the  property  of  the  club, 
either  by  public  auction  or  private  contract, 
and  either  by  a  valuation  or  otherwise,  as 


they  might  in  their  discretion    think  fit ; 
that   the  members  constituting  the   com- 
mittee for  the  year  ending  on  the  1  st  of  May, 
should  make   such  arrangements   as   they 
might  in  their  discretion  think  fit  respecting 
the  lease  of  the  house,  and  for  winding  up 
the  affiiirs  of  the  club;  and  that  all  the 
expenses  incurred  in  carrying  into  effect  the 
powers  given  by  that  meeting,   should  be 
paid  out  of  the  funds  in  hand ;  and  that 
each  person,  being  a  member  on  the  3l8t  of 
December  llien  last  past,  should  pay  forth- 
with to  the  bankers  of  the  club  the  sum  of 
13/.,  to  be  applied  by  the  committee  in 
payment  of  the  debts  of  the  club ;  and  that 
the  committee  should  return  to  each  member 
any  balance  remaining  af^er  winding  up  the 
af&irs  of  the  club ;    and  that  G.   Navarre 
and  H.  J.  Field  should  be  auditors  of  the 
accounts,  and  should  report  to  the  members 
individually,  on  the  affairs  of  the  dab  being 
wound  up.     It  was  then  alleged,  by  the 
bill,  that  the  resolutions  were  signed  by  the 
defendant    Hastings,   as   chairman   of  the 
meeting,  and  copies  thereof  were  circulated 
amongst  the  members  of  the  club  ;  that  the 
two  defendants  were  members  of  the  com- 
mittee referred  to  in  the  resolutions ;  and 
that  shortly  after  the  meeting,  sad  in  pur- 
suanee  of  the  resolutions  in  that  behalf,  the 
plaintiff  and  sixty-seven  other  members  of 
the  club  paid  13/,  each,  amounting  together 
to  884/.,  into  the  bank  of  Hopkinson  &  Co., 
to  the  account  of  the  club,   and  for  the 
purpose  of  being  applied  in  satis&ction  of 
the  liabilities  thereof;    that,  subsequently 
to  the  resolutions  being  passed,  the  com- 
mittee advertised  the  lease  and  good-will  of 
the  club-house  for  sale,  and  took  other  steps 
for  realizing  the  effects,  and  winding  up  the 
afiairs  of  the  club,  but  notwithstanding  such 
matters  were  referred  and  intrusted  to  the 
body  of  the  committee,  and  not  to  individual 
members  thereof,  the  two  defendants,  very 
shortly  after  the    resolutions,   took  upon 
themselves  to  act  according  to  their  own 
views,  and  upon  their  own  individual  autho- 
rity, without  consulting  the  committee  in 
general,  or  any  meeting  properly  summoned 
and  constituted,  or  obtaining  the  sanction  or 
advice  of  any  meeting  of  the  committee; 
that  by  such  conduct  the  two  defendants 
excited  distrust  in  the  minds  of  many  other 
members  of  the  committee,  and  Ihey,  of  their 
own  will,  and  without  the  authority  of  the 
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committee,  entered  into  a  contract  for  sale 
of  the  lease  or  good -will  of  the  house,  and 
also  the  ftimiture,  to  one  W.  Mason,  and 
afterwards  receired  the  monies  arising  out 
of  such  contract ;  that  the  receipt  for  part 
of  the  purchase-money  of  the  furniture  was 
written  by  the  defendant  £mly,  and  signed 
by  him,  and  Hastings,  and  Dobson ;  that 
the  two  defendants  took  possession  of  the 
wine  and  property  of  the  club,  and  sold  the 
same,  and  received  the  proceeds  thereof, 
which  they  retained  in  their  possession ;  that 
the  two  defendants,  in  June  1840,  closed 
the  account  between  the  club  and  Hopkinson 
&  Co.,  its  bankers,  and  opened  an  account 
in  their  names  with  Messrs.  Praed  &  Co., 
the  private  bankers  of  Hastings,  into  which 
hank  the  defendants  placed  to  their  own 
account  all  the  funds  belonging  to  the  dub ; 
that  the  principal  and  interest  secured  to 
Hopkinson  &  Co.  had  been  duly  satisfied 
out  of  the  funds  of  the  club ;  and  that  the 
two  defendants  had  compromised  the  claim 
of  John  Peachy,  under  the  indenture  or 
trust-deed,  and  had  paid  him  a  portion  of 
his  debt  in  full  sads&ction;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  and  the  other  members  of  the  club, 
who  subscribed  for  the  purchase  of  the  fur- 
niture, and  subject  to  their  claims,  all  the 
members  of  the  dub  were  the  only  parties 
then  interested  as  eesiuis  que  trust  of  the 
furniture  or  the  produce  thereof.  The  bill 
contained  charges  of  misconduct  in  the  de- 
fendants in  buying  up  debts  due  to  the 
creditors  of  the  club  at  a  per-centage,  and 
chargping  the  full  amount  of  the  debts  against 
the  other  members  of  the  club,  in  misap- 
plying and  wasting  the  funds  by  needless 
litigation,  and  in  refusing  to  allow  the  other 
members  of  the  dub  to  inspect  the  accounts 
of  the  dub  in  their  custody.  The  bill  then 
charged  that  the  assets  which  had  come  to 
the  hands  of  the  defendants  for  the  purposes 
of  the  dub  were  more  than  sufficient  to 
meet  and  satisfy  all  the  debts  and  liabilities 
of  the  club ;  and  that  the  parties  interested 
in  the  accounts,  and  relief  thereby  prayed, 
and  on  whose  behalf,  aa  well  as  on  the 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  he  was  suing,  were 
very  numerous,  and  that  no  suit,  to  which 
they  were  all  made  parties,  could  be  effec- 
tually prosecuted ;  and  prayed  that  an  ac- 
count might  be  taken  under  the  direction 
of  the  Court  of  all  monies  produced  by  the 
^e  of  the  fumiture  andeffects  comprised  in 


the  indenture  of  the  27th  of  January  1838, 
which  had  been  received  by  or  come  to  the 
hands  of  the  defendants,  and  of  the  amount 
then  due  from  the  defendants  in  respect 
thereof;  and  that  in  taking  such  accounts, 
the  defendants  might  be  charged  with  inter- 
est on  all  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as 
from  time  to  time  might  have  improperly 
remained  in  their  hands ;  and  that  what 
should  appear  to  be  due  from  the  defendants 
on  taking  such  accounts,  might  be  paid  to 
the  plaintiff,  as  trustee,  of  and  for  the  pur- 
poses mentioned  in  the  said  indenture,  or 
otherwise,  that  the  same  might  be  applied 
upon  and  for  such  purposes,  under  the 
direction  of  the  Court ;  and  that  an  account 
might  also  be  taken  of  all  the  monies  pro- 
duced by  the  sale  of  the  wines,  books,  and 
other  property  and  effects  of  the  club,  or 
by  the  subscriptions  or  contributions  of  the 
plaintiff  and  other  members  of  the  club,  which 
had  been  received  by  or  come  to  the  hands 
of  the  defendants,  and  of  all  other  monies 
(if  any)  which  had  come  to  their  hands  on 
account  of  the  club;  and  that  in  taking 
such  account,  the  defendants  might  be 
charged  with  the  value  of  any  wine  or  other 
effects  of  the  club  which  had  been  used  or 
retained  by  them ;  and  that  what  should  be 
found  due  from  the  defendants  on  taking 
the  said  account,  after  allowing  or  deducting 
all  sums  which  had  been  properly  paid  or 
expended  by  them  on  the  account  or  on  the 
behalf  of  the  club,  might  be  paid  by  the 
defendants  into  the  Bank  of  England,  to 
the  credit  of  the  cause,  or  otherwise  that  the 
same  might  be  applied,  under  the  direction 
of  the  Court,  upon  and  for  the  purposes  to 
which  the  same  was  properly  applicable; 
and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  all 
such  of  the  assets  and  effects  of  the  club  (if 
any)  which  remamed  unrealized  and  undis- 
posed of,  and  also  an  account  of  all  such 
debts  and  liabilities  of  the  club  remaining 
imsatisfied  at  the  time  of  the  dissolution 
thereof  as  were  unpaid  and  unsatisfied ;  and 
that  proper  directions  might  be  given  for  the 
payment  and  satisfaction  thereof — the  plain- 
tiff and  the  other  members  of  the  club  (other 
than  the  defendants)  being  willing,  in  case 
the  same  should  be  necessary,  to  contribute 
rateably  all  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as 
might  be  necessary  for  such  purpose ;  or  if 
the  assets  of  the  club  should  be  more  than 
sufHcient  ~fbr  the  payment  and  satisfaction 
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of  tlie  unpaid  and  unsatisfied  debts  and  lia- 
bilities of  the  club,  then  that  the  residue 
thereof  might  be  divided  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  other  parties  who  were  members  of 
the  club  at  the  dissolution  thereof,  or  their 
personal  representatives ;  and  that,  for  the 
purposes  aforesaid,  the  defendants  might  be 
compelled  to  produce  and  deliver  up  the 
accounts  and  books  of  the  club ;  and  that 
all  other  necessary  and  proper  directions 
might  be  given  for  the  purposes  aforesaid. 

The  defendants  demurred  to  the  bill,  for 
want  of  equity,  and  also  for  want  of  neces- 
sary parties  thereto,  viz.  the  persons  be- 
sides the  defendants  constituting  the  com- 
mittee of  the  club  for  the  year  ending  the 
1st  of  May  1839 ;  Charles  Stewart,  and  the 
several  members  of  the  club  who  were  parties 
of  the  second  part,  and  who  executed  the 
indenture  of  the  27th  of  January  1838,  in 
the  bill  mentioned ;  John  Maltravers,  and 
the  several  other  members  of  the  club  be- 
sides the  plaintiff  who  subscribed  to  the 
fund  in  such  indenture  mentioned,  and  Wil- 
liam H.  Dobson. 

Mr,  Purvis  and  Mr,  Huhhach^  in  support 
of  the  demurrer,  contended,  that  as  the  bill 
sought  a  winding  up  of  the  affidrs  of  the 
club,  and  the  members  of  the  club  were  re- 
quired to  contribute  to  the  payment  of  the 
debts  of  the  club,  they  ought  all  to  be 
parties  thereto,  and  the  more  especially 
when  the  claims  of  the  general  body  of  the 
members  of  the  club,  who  had  not  executed 
the  indenture  of  the  27th  of  January  1838, 
subscribed  to  the  furniture  fund,  or  paid  the 
contribution  of  13/.  on  the  dissolution  of  the 
dub,  were  adverse  to  the  claims  of  those 
members  who  had  executed  that  inden- 
ture, and  contributed  that  sum,  and  sub- 
scribed to  the  fomiture  fund ;  that  a  ques- 
tion would  necessarily  arise,  to  be  decided 
between  those  respective  parties;  that  the 
case  of  Richardson  v.  Larpeni,  coram  K. 
Bruce,  V.C,  July  25, 1843(1),  was  a  dear 
authority  in  fitvour  of  the  demurrer  on  that 
point ;  that  Stewart,  one  of  the  three  trustees 
of  the  furniture,  (who  were  parties  of  the 
first  part  to  the  indenture  of  the  27th  of 
January  1838,)  ought  also  to  be  a  party  to 
the  suit,  as  dso  Dobson,  one  of  the  members 
of  the  committee  of  the  club,  who  joined 
with  the  defendants  in  signing  a  receipt  for 

(1 )  Not  yet  rt ported. 


the  monies  received  by  them  on  the  sale  of 
the  furniture.     The  cases  of — 

Evans  v.  Stokes,  1  Keen,  24 ;  s.  c.  5 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  129. 
Wallworth  v.  HoU,  4  Myl.  &  Or.  619; 
s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Ch.  138. 
Douglas  v.  Horsfall,  2  Sim.  &Stu.  184. 
Bainbridge  v.  Burton^  2  Beav.  539. 
Gray  v.  Chaplin,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  267 ; 
s.  c.  3  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  161. 
were  dted  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Mr,  Kindersley,  Mr,  G»  Turner,  and  Mr, 
Cameron,  contrcL,  contended,  that  the  bill 
did  not  in  reality  seek  to  wind  up  the  part* 
nership  afifoirs,  but  to  have  an  account  taken 
of  the  assets,  all  the  members  except  the 
defendants,  desiring  to  have  such  account; 
and,  therefore,  the  members  of  the  club 
generally  were  not  necessary  parties ;  that 
all  the  members  of  the  committee  were  not 
necessary  parties  as  such,  inasmuch  as  the 
Court  would  take  care  to  direct  the  proper 
application  of  the  assets  of  the  club ;  that 
the  bill  contained  no  allegation,  shewing 
the  necessity  of  Stewart's  being  a  party,  in 
respect  of  any  spedal  interest  he  might 
claim,  and  that  Dobson  was  not  a  necessary 
party,  as  he  received  no  part  of  die  monies 
arising  fix>m  the  sale  of  the  furniture,  although 
as  one  of  three  members  of  the  conunittee, 
(three  forming  a  quorum,)  he  joined  widi 
the  rest  in  the  receipt. 

The  cases  of — 

Attorney  Oeneralv.  Wilson,  Or.  &  Ph.  1 ; 

s.c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) Chanc.  55; 
Attorney  General  v,  Aspinall,  2  Myl.  & 

Cr.  613 ;  s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 

Chanc.  51; 
Attorney  General  v.  Brown,  1  Swanst. 

285; 
Holmes  v.  Henty,  4  CI.  &  Fin.  142 ; 
Clarke  v.  Tipping,  4  Bea.  588 ;  and 
Harvey  v.  Harvey,  ibid.  215, 
were  dted,  in  support  of  the  bill. 

The  Master  op  the  Rolls. — I  am  of 
opinion  that  this  suit  is  defective  for  want  of 
parties.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  is,  that  die 
affairs  of  this  concern  may  be  wound  npi 
which  cannot  be  done,  unless  all  the  ques- 
taons  between  the  parties  are  setded  and 
decided.  It  appears  upon  the  hill,  that 
there  probably  may  be  a  question  arise 
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between  those  persons  on  whose  behalf  the 
bfll  porports  to  be  filed,  and  that  such  ques- 
tion cannot  be  settled  in  the  absence  of  the 
persons  who  may  raise  it.   At  one  time,  the 
Court  would  not  entertain  a  question  be- 
tween parties    in   relation  to  partnership 
transactions,  except  upon  a  bill  filed  for 
the  purpose  of  winding  up  the  partnership 
affairs.    I  do  not  think  that  is  now  the  rule 
of  the  Court,  and  I  think  the  cases  which 
have  been  cited  to-day  corroborate  that  view. 
The  Court  will,  between  parties,  entertain  a 
bill  to  settle  a  question  which  may  arise 
between  them,  without  proceeding  to  wind 
up  the  concerns  and  afiairs  of  the  partner- 
ihip.     If  there  is  to  be  a  question  to  be  de- 
cided between  Uiose  parties,  before  the  funds 
are  disposed  of,  then  I  say,  on  that  account 
tbe  bill  is  defective.     I  think  there  is  or 
may  be  such  a  question  here.     The  bill  is 
80  stated  as  not  to  preclude  a  question,  with 
respect  to  those  several  contributions ;  I  do 
not,  however,  see  why  Mr.  Stewart  or  Mr. 
Dobson  should  be  a  party  to  this  suit.  The 
plaintiff  would  not  be  prevented  from  call- 
ing these  particular  defendants  to  account, 
in  the  absence  of  others,  provided  the  bill 
stopped  short  of  seeking  a  final  distribution 
ofthe  funds,  and  the  winding  up  o[  the  part* 
nersbip  a&irs.     What  I  shall  do  on  this 
denmiier  is  this — ^to  disallow  the  demurrer 
for  want  of  equity,  and  allow  it  for  want  of 
parties ;  and  I  shall  give  the  plaintiff  leave 
to  amend  the  bill,  either  by  adding  parties, 
if  be  shall  be  advised  to  take  that  step,  or 
by  altering  the  bill,  so  as  to  make  it  appear 
^t  it  is  not  necessary  to  add  parties :   I 
tiiink  that  b  the  best  way  of  doing  it. 


MaR. 

Jan 


.R.     \ 

.  18.    / 


KERR  V,  GILLESPIE. 


Amendment — Residence,  Misdescription 
of —Costs,  Security  for. 

If  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  amefiding 
his  biU,  has  taken  up  a  new  place  of  rest' 
deuce,  the  bUl  ought  to  be  amended  by  de^ 
scribing  him  as  of  his  new  residence,  Applh- 
calum  for  security  for  costs,  grounded  on  a 
^misdescription  (arising  from  an  omission  of 
the  plana^t  o»  amending  his  bill,  to  state  his 
«<w  place  of  residence),  and  on  the  circum- 
9tenees  qf  the  plainiiffs,  infants^  being  resi^ 
dent  abroad  with  their  next  friends f  refused, 


lAe  defendant  not  alleging  any  appreheneimi 
as  to  the  uUimate  payment  of  his  costs  qf  the 
9uU. 

This  was  an  application  by  the  defen- 
dant for  security  for  costs,  against  the 
grandmother,  as  the  next  friend  of  the 
two  infant  plaintiffs.  The  bill,  as  origin- 
ally filed  in  December  1842,  described 
the  plaintiffs  as  of  Broropton,  Middlesex* 
The  bill  was  amended  in  November  1843, 
after  the  defendant's  answer  had  been  filed, 
and  additional  time,  at  the  request  of  the 
defendant,  was  granted  him  by  the  plaintiffs 
to  answer  the  amended  bUl.  In  the  early 
part  of  the  year  1843,  the  plaintiffs,  with 
their  grandmother,  took  up  their  residence 
in  apartments  at  Kensington,  where  they 
remained  untQ  about  the  middle  of  that 
year,  when  the  grandmother  accompanied 
them  to  Boulogne,  for  the  purpose  of  their 
education;  and  she  and  Uieir  mother  re- 
sided in  apartments  at  an  hotel  at  that 
place,  near  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  plaintiffs 
and  their  mother  had  recently  quitted 
Canada  for  England,  with  a  view  to  the 
institution  of  proceedings  in  equity,  seeking 
relief  against  the  defendant  in  respect  of  some 
irregularity  committed  by  him  in  the  sale  of 
estates  in  which  the  plaintiffs  were  inter- 
estedb  No  alteration  was  made  in  the 
amended  bill  as  to  the  description  of  the 
plaintiffs*  lesidenoe,  although  the  plaintiffs 
were  at  that  time  residing  at  Boulogne,  at 
school.  It  appeared  by  the  affidavits  filed 
that  the  plaintiffs  and  their  next  friend  in- 
tended returning  to  England,  but  the  time 
of  their  return  was  vaguely  stated ;  and  the 
defendant  did  not  allege  that  he  was  in  any 
fear  of  losing  the  costs  of  the  suit.  It  was 
stated  by  £e  plaintiffs'  solicitor,  that  he 
believed  the  defendant  knew,  in  July  1843, 
of  the  plaintiffs  being  then  resident  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

Mr,  Gordon,  in  support  of  the  applica- 
tion, contended  that  the  bill  contained  an 
erroneous  description  of  the  plaintiffs'  place 
of  residence ;  that  the  plaintiffs  were  in  fact 
residing  abroad ;  and  that  the  next  friend 
ought  therefore  to  be  ordered  to  find  secu- 
rity for  the  costs  of  the  suit ;  and  cited — 

Sandys  v.  Long,  2  Myl.  &  K.  487 ;  s.  c. 
4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  88  ;  and 

Simpson  v.  Burton,  1  Beav.  556 ;  s.  c.  8 
Law  J.  Rep«  (n.s.)  Chanc.  328. 
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Mr.  RogerSf  eontr^^  contended,  that  as 
the  plaintiffs'  place  of  residence  was  pro- 
perly described  in  the  original  bill,  it  was 
both  unnecessary  and  improper  to  make 
any  alteration  in  the  description  of  their 
place  of  residence,  on  amending  the  bill; 
and  that  the  defendant,  by  asking  for  fur- 
ther time  than  what  was  allowed  by  the 
practice  of  the  Court  for  answering  the 
amended  bill,  had  waived  his  right  to  re- 
quire security  for  costs. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  the 
grounds  stated  in  support  of  the  motion  were 
not  satisfactory ;  the  bill,  however,  as  ori- 
ginally filed,  was  correct  in  the  description 
of  the  plaintifis'  place  of  residence,  but  on 
the  change  occurring  of  the  plaintiffs'  place 
of  residence,  the  new  place  of  residence 
ought  to  have  been  stated  in  the  amended 
bill.  It  was  true  a  plaintiff  was  not  to  intro- 
duce statements  in  an  amended  bill,  apply- 
ing to  circumstances  happening  after  the 
filing  of  the  original  bill,  but  that  rule  had 
no  application  to  the  description  of  the 
plaintiffs'  place  of  residence,  which  it  was 
most  important  the  defendant  should  know. 
This  omission,  however,  gave  rise  to  no  im- 
putation, unless  it  appeared  to  have  been 
practised  for  improper  purposes.  The  state- 
ments here  were  not  satis^tory  with  refer- 
ence to  the  time  of  the  plaintiffs'  intended 
return  to  this  country,  but  it  was  not  sug- 
gested that  any  danger  existed  of  the  defen- 
dant not  ultimately  obtaining  payment  of 
his  costs.  There  was  clearly  an  error  in  the 
description  in  the  bill  of  the  plaintiffs'  present 
place  of  residence.  Under  all  the  circum- 
stances, however,  tiie  application  must  be 
refused,  without  costs,  but  without  prejudice 
to  any  subsequent  application  to  the  Court 
by  the  defendant,  for  security  for  costs,  if 
he  should  find  the  circumstances  justify  such 
a  course  of  proceeding. 


WiGRAM 

Jan 
Feb 


RAM,  V.C.l 

.17,20;    V 
eb,  16.      J 


WESCOTT  V,  CULLYPORD. 


Will,  Construction  of- — Mistake — Costs. 

G,  W,  by  his  will,  devised  and  heqtteathed 
all  his  freehold  estates  and  all  his  personal 
estate  to  his  wife  B,  W,  absolutely ;  subject 


as  to  the  freeholds  to  a  legacy  of  6001.  to 
T,  A,  charged  thereon  by  his  will,  B,  W, 
by  her  wiU,  devised  her  ^^  freehold^'  estate 
called  B,  to  /.  W,  in  fee ;  subject  neverthe^ 
lesst  in  conjunction  with  freehold  estate  M, 
to  the  payment  of&^l.  given  to  T,  A,  by  the 
wiU  of  her  late  husband ;  and  she  then  de^ 
vised  estate  M,  to  R.  C,  in  fee,  subject  never- 
theless to  the  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  6001, 
to  T,  A,  in  conjunction  with  estate  B, ;  and 
she  appointed  R.  C,  her  sole  residuary  lega" 
tee  and  executor.  The  testatrix  derived  title 
to  both  estates  under  the  wiU  ofG,  W,  but  it 
turned  out  that  estate  B,  was  long  leasehold, 
and,  consequently,  not  charged  with  the  6001. 
under  the  wiU  of  G,  W  :--Held,  that  this 
was  not  a  mere  erroneous  recital  of  the  state 
of  the  property ;  but  that  a  clear  intention  was 
to  be  gathered  from  the  will  ofB,  W,  to  benefit 
her  two  specific  devisees  in  certain  defined 
proportions;  and  there  being  no  ground  for 
believing  that  that  intention,  as  between  J,  W, 
and  R,  C,  had  been  influenced  by  the  miS' 
take  as  to  the  nature  of  estate  B,  effect 
must  be  given  to  the  very  words  of  the  will, 
and  each  estate  must  bear  its  proportion  of 
the  charge, 

Semble — the  Court,  dismissing  the  bill, 
wiU  not  in  any  case  give  costs  against  the 
defendant  personally, 

OeoTge  Weseott,  by  his  will,  dated  the 
14th  of  July  1820,  devised  and  bequeathed 
to  his  wife,  Betty  Weseott,  for  her  Kfe,  a 
certain  close  of  freehold  land  called  Marsh 
Land,  and  all  other  his  frediold  estate  what- 
soever, and  all  his  money,  &c.  chattels  and 
personal  estate  whatsoever ;  and  firom  and 
after  the  decease  of  his  said  wife,  he  gave  and 
devised  to  trustees  his  said  close  of  Marsh 
Land  and  all  other  his  freehold  estate  what- 
soever, to  hold  to  the  said  trustees,  their 
executors  and  assigns,  in  trust,  nevertheless, 
for  his  daughter  Elizabeth  Weseott  and  her 
children,  in  manner  therein  mentioned.  And 
the  testator  declared,  that  if  his  said  daughter 
should  happen  to  die  without  leaving  any 
child  or  grandchild,  then  he  gave  and  be- 
queathed to  his  nephew  Thomas  Allen,  the 
sum  of  600/.,  to  be  paid  by  the  said  trastces 
out  of  his  freehold  estate  thereinbefore 
devised  to  them ;  and  the  testator  further  de- 
clared, that  if  his  said  daughter  should  happen 
to  die  in  tiie  lifetime  of  his  said  wife,  without 
child  or  grandchild,  his  said  trustees  should 
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stand  seued  of  all  the  saxd  freehold  estate 
(sobject  to  the  600/.  to  the  said  Thomas 
Allen,)  in  trust  for  his  wife  Betty  Wescott, 
her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever ;  and  he  ap- 
pointed his  wife  sole  executrix  of  his  will. 

George  Wescott  died  in  1821,  and  his 
will  was  duly  proved  by  his  widow.  Eliza- 
beth, the  daughter,  died  in  June  1825,  in* 
testate,  and  without  having  been  married, 
and  thereupon  Betty  Wescott  became  abso- 
lutely entitled  to  Marsh  Land,  subject  to  the 
600/.  charged  thereon  by  G.  Wescott's  will. 
Betty  Wescott,  being  so  entitled,  and  also  to 
a  leasehold  property  called  Beer's  Bam,  for 
the  residue  of  a  term  of  2,000  years,  derived 
wider  her  husband's  will,  by  her  will,  dated 
in  1839,  gave  and  devised  as  follows : — "  I 
give  and  devise  to  John  Wescott  (the  plain- 
tiff), all  that  my  freehold  tenement,  &c.,  with 
the  appurtenances,commonly  called  or  known 
by  the  name  of  Beer's  Bam,  situate,  &c.;  to 
hold  the  same  unto  the  said  John  Wescott, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  forever,  subject  never- 
theless, in  conjunction  with  my  freehold  piece 
of  land  called  Marsh  Land,  hereinafter  de- 
vised, to  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  600^ 
after  my  decease,  given  and  bequeathed  to 
my  nephew  Thomas  Allen,  by  the  will  of 
my  late  husband  Greorge  Wescott ;  and  I 
give  and  devise  to  the  said  John  Wescott, 
his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, all  that  my  dwelling-house  situate  at 
Lydeard  St.  Lawrence  aforesaid.     I  give 
and  devise  to  my  friend  Robert  Cullyford, 
of  &c.,  to  hold  the  said  last-mentioned  here- 
ditaments to  the  said  R.  Cullyford,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  for  ever,  subject  nevertheless 
to  the  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  600/.  to 
T.  AUen,  in  conjunction  with  the  aforesaid 
hereditaments  called  Beer's  Bam,   herein- 
before given  and  devised  to  the  said  J.  Wes- 
cott, his  heirs  and  assigns."     And  the  tes- 
tatrix g^ve  all  the  residue  of  her  real  and 
personal  estate  to  R.  Cullyford,  and  appoint- 
ed him  sole  executor  of  her  will.     The  bill 
stated,  that  oh  the  death  of  Betty  Wescott, 
in  January  1841,  Cullyford  took  possession 
of  the  title  deeds,  relating  not  only  to  the 
freehold  premises,  but  also  those  relating  to 
Beer's  Bam,  and  that  by  fraudulently  keep- 
ing back  such  title-deeds,  he  had  kept  the 
plaintiff  in  ignorance  that  Beer's  Bam  was 
of  leasehold  tenure ;  that  Cullyford,  by  re- 
presenting that  the  property  at  Beer's  Barn 
was  of  freehold  tenure,  had  induced  the 
New  Sibiks,  XIII.— Chanc. 


plaintiff  to  enter  into  ah  agreement  of  the 
17th  of  March  1841,  with  the  defendant 
Cullyford,  that  Cullyford  should  contribute 
the  sum  of  4002.  as  the  proportion  to  be 
paid  by  him  of  the  said  charge  of  6001.  in 
respect  of  Marsh  Land,  and  that  the  remain- 
ing 2002.  should  be  contributed  by  the 
plaintiff  in  respect  of  Beer's  Bam ;  which 
agreement  was  afterwards  fully  carried  out 
by  the  plaintiff  advancing  the  2002. ;  that 
after  such  payment  the  plaintiff,  for  the  first 
time,  became  aware  that  Beer's  Bam  was  of 
leasehold  tenure,  and,  consequently,  not 
charged  with  the  6002.  by  the  will  of  George 
Wescott ;  and  that  a  fraud  had  been  prac- 
tised upon  him. 

The  bill  prayed,  that  the  agreement  of 
the  1 7th  of  March  might  be  declared  fraudu- 
lent and  void  as  against  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
it  might  be  declared,  that  the  2002.  paid  by 
the  plaintiff  in  pursuance  tiiereof,  was  a  pay- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant  Cully- 
ford, and  in  exoneration  of  the  Marsh  Land, 
and  that  the  defendant  might  be  decreed  to 
repay  the  same,  witii  interest  from  the 
17tii  of  April  1841. 

Mr,  RcmiUy  and  Mr.  A,  W.  Kinglake,  for 
the  plaintiff.— The  will  of  Betty  Wescott 
merely  amounts  to  this :  *'  Whereas  my  hus- 
band created  a  charge  upon  certain  estates 
A.  and  B,  now  I  devise  them  subject  to  that 
charge."  That  is  an  erroneous  recital  of 
what  she  supposes  to  be  the  actual  state  of 
the  property — Adams  v.  Adams  (1).  If 
Beer's  Bam  is  charged  at  all  by  the  will  of 
Betty,  it  is  only  charged  in  aid  of  Marsh  Land, 
which  is  the  primary  fund,  by  analogy  to  the 
casesof  devise  of  real  estate  subject  to  debt^— 

Serle  v.  SU  Eloy,  2  P.  Wms.  386. 

GaUon  v.  Hancock,  2  Atic.  424. 

Bickham  v.  Cruitwell,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  763 ; 
s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  198. 

Wythe  V.  Henniker,  2  Myl.  &  K.  635 ; 
s.  c.  3  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  24. 

Kent  V.  Leeks,  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chanc.  111. 

I  Jarman  on  WiUs,  pp.  450,  460. 

Mr.  RoupeU  and  Mr.  Follett,  for  the  de- 
fendant Cullyford,  contended,  that  Beer's 
Bam  was  sufiScientiy  chai^red  by  the  will 


(I)  1  Hare,  537;   s.  c.  11  Law  J.  Rep.  (m.b.) 
Chanc  305. 


ns 


COURTS  OF  CHANCERY: 


of  Betty  —  Hevemngham  v.  Henenin^ham 
(2).  That  if  the  testatrix  was  mistaken, 
but  intended  the  property  to  go  according 
to  that  mistake,  the  Court  would  effectuate 
that  intention— 

Smith  V.  MaiUandf  1  Yes.  jun.  362. 

Biederman  v.  Seymour,  3  Beav.  368; 
s.  c.  lOLawJ.Rep.(N.s.)Chanc.  177. 

Oneal  v.  Mead,  1  P.  Wms,  693. 

Aldrich  V.  Cooper^  8  Ves.  382. 

Halliwell  v.  Tannery  1  Russ.  &  Myl. 
633. 
That  as  between  specific  legatees  there  was 
nothing  primary  or  secondary ;  and  that 
Beer* 8  Bam,  if  charged,  was  cliarged  "  in 
conjunction"  with  Marsh  Land,  with  a  pro- 
portionate part  of  the  600/. 
Mr.  RomiUy  replied. 

Jan.  20.*— WioRAM,  V.C. — It  appears  to 
me,  af^r  an  anxious  consideration  of  this 
case,  that  reasons,  not  unsatisfactory,  might 
be  stated  for  a  decision  either  in  fsivour  of 
the  plaintiff  or  defendant.  The  principal 
question  depends  upon  the  construction  of 
Betty  Wescott's  will.  During  the  argument 
I  suggested  different  ways  of  paraphrasing 
the  wUly  for  the  purposes  of  trying  the  con- 
sequences in  point  of  constructioa  of  the 
mistake  as  to  Beer's  Bam  estate,  under 
which,  it  it  contended,  her  will  was  made. 
But  I  think  the  only  safe  way  of  reasoning 
upon  the  will  is  that  which  I  am  about  to 
state.  Upon  the  face  of  her  will  alone,  the 
meaning  of  the  testatrix  is  free  from  doubt 
or  ambiguity.  According  to  this,  J.  Wesoott, 
by  the  declared  intention  of  the  testatrix,  is 
tQ  take  Beer's  Bam  estate^  subject,  in  con- 
junction with  Marsh  Land,  to  Uie  legacy  of 
600/.»  given  by  the  will  of  George  Wes- 
cott,  and  is  also  to  take  another  property 
described  as  *'  my  dwelling-house,  and  the 
blacksmith's  shop."  The  defendant  CuUy- 
ford,  by  the  like  intention,  is  to  take  Marsh 
Lftnd,  subject,  in  conjunction  with  Beer's 
Bam,  to  the  same  legacy  of  600/.  Cullyford 
is  also  residuary  legatee  and  executor.  Upon 
this  will,  I  observe,  in  passing,  that  I  am 
bound  to  attribute  to  the  testatrix  a  definite 
and  deliberate  intention  to  benefit  her  two 
specific  devisees  (the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendant) respectively,  in  some  ascertained 
proportions ;  and  that  such  amount  has  been 
calculated  upon  the  assumption  that  Beer's 

(2)  2  Vvn.  35d. 


Bam,  as  well  as  Marsh  Land,  is  to  bear  some 
proportion  of  this  charge  of  600/.     I  refer 
to  this,  not  as  conclusive  upon  the  question, 
but  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  obliga- 
tion I  am  under,  to  try  with  strictness  an 
argument,  which,  if  successful,  will  disturb 
the  rateable  disposition  of  her  property,  made 
by  the  testatrix  between  her  two  specific  de- 
visees. To  return  then  to  the  question  of  con- 
struction, the  argument  for  the  plaintiff  has 
been  founded  upon  the  mis-statement  in  the 
w^ill  that  Beer's  Bam  was  freehold,  whereas, 
in  fsuit,  it  was  leasehold.     Betty  Wescott's 
title  to  both  properties  was  derived  under 
the  will  of  George  Wescott,  and  by  his  will 
the  freeholds  only  were  charged  with  the 
legacy  of  600/.     For  the  plaintiff,  it  was 
argued,  that  Betty  Wescott  must  be  taken 
to  have  known  the  title  to  the  property  she 
was  disposing  of  by  her  will ;  that  her  state- 
ment that  Beer's  Bam  was  freehold,  was 
equivalent  to  a  statement  that  it  was  subject 
to  the  charge  of  600/,  by  a  title  paramount; 
and  that  she  could  not  have  intended  to 
charge  Beer's  Bam  with  a  legacy,  which, 
from  the  very  terms  of  the  will,  she  must 
have  supposed  to  have  been  already  charg- 
ed.    The  conclusion  drawn  was,  Uiat  this 
was  not  a  chaige  by  Betty  upon  Beer's  Bam, 
but  merely  an  erroneous  recital  of  a  fact ; 
and  that  such  erroneous  recital  would  not 
have  the  effect  of  creating  a  charge  in  the 
absence  of  intention  expressed  in  the  will; 
and  in  support  of  that,  Adams  v.  Adams  was 
cited.     If  in  this  case  the  will  had  contained 
the  clauses  respecting  Beer's  Bam,  and  the 
other  gifts  to  the  plaintiff,  and  Marsh  Land 
liad  been  left  to  descend  to  the  heirs  of  Betty, 
or  had  been  given  under  a  general  residuary 
clause,  without  mentioning  the  legacy,  i 
should  have  felt  strongly  pressed  with  the 
plaintiff's  argument.     But  if,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  will  had  contained  the  clauses  re- 
specting Marsh  Land,  and  the  other  gifls  to 
the  defendant,  and  Beer's  Bam  had  been 
simply  devised  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  freehold 
estate,  I  should  have  had  little  hesitation  in 
refusing  the  relief  sought  by  this  bill,  though 
in  that  case  the  erroneous  application  of  the 
word  "  freehold"  to  Beer's  Bam,  would  have 
let  in  the  whole  of  the  plaintiffs  argument 
I  should  have  reasoned  in  that  case  as  the 
Court  did  in  TiUy  v.  Co//i0r(3,)  and  Smith 
v.  Maiiland,  that  the  intention  of  the  tes- 

(3)  3  Keb.  589. 
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tatiix  was  to  benefit  each  of  two  individuals 
was  declared  upon  the  face  of  her  will :  that 
the  amount  in  value  and  the  precise  manner 
in  which  each  was  to  be  benefited,  was  un* 
equivocally  declared  in  the  clause  relating  to 
Marsh  Land,  and  the  other  gifts  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  there  was  no  rational 
ground  for  supposing  that  the  bounty  in* 
tended  for  either  legatee  was  dependent  upon, 
or  affected  by  the  mistake ;  that  the  Court 
could  not  speculate  upon  the  alterations,  if 
any,  which  she  would  have  made  in  her  will, 
if  her  attention  had  been  called  to  the  fact 
of  Beer's  Barn  being  of  leasehold  tenure ; 
and  that  the  Court  would  therefore  act  upon 
the  very  words  of  the  will,  in  the  usual  cer- 
tainty that  in  so  doing  it  was  giving  effect 
to  the  real  intention  of  the  testatrix,  by  dis- 
tributing the  property  between  her  specific 
devisees,  according  to  what  she  supposed 
to  be  the  real  situation  of  the  property. 

The  case,  as  it  stands,  is  not  that  which 
either  of  the  above  hypotheses  supposes ; 
and  the  observations  which  I  have  made 
upon  the  last  hypothesis,  are  much  weak- 
ened by  the  difierence  between  that  and  the 
actual  case ;  for  if  the  plaintiff's  reasoning 
he  r^ht  upon  the  clauses  relating  to  Beer's 
Bam,  and  ihe  other  gifts  to  the  plaintiff,  it 
is  difficult  to  reject  the  argument,  that  the 
construction  to  be  put  upon  the  clauses 
relating  to  Marsh  Land,  and  the  other  gifts 
to  the  defendant  must  not  be  affected  by  the 
construction  put  on  the  fonner  clauses  of 
the  will.  I  do  not,  however,  think,  that 
the  circumstance  last  noticed  displaces,  how- 
ever it  may  weaken  the  observations  I 
have  before  made.  The  clauses  as  to  Marsh 
Land  do  unequivocally  declare  an  intention, 
proceeding,  however,  under  a  mistake,  that 
Beer's  Barn  is,  in  favour  of  Marsh  Land,  to 
be  treated  as  originally  charged  in  conjunc- 
tion therewith,  with  the  600Z, ;  and  the 
intention  of  the  testatrix  so  to  determine 
the  amount  of  the  benefits  conferred  by 
herself  on  the  two  devisees,  is  placed  be- 
yond doubt.  The  declaration  as  to  Marsh 
Land  is  the  key  to  her  real  intention.  Here 
I  caQ  in  aid  the  observations  I  made  at  the 
outset,  as  to  the  consequences  of  my  acced- 
ing to  the  plaintiff's  ailment,  founded 
upon  that  clause.  In  deciding  this  case  in 
the  defendant's  favour,  I  do  not  at  all  im- 
pugn the  decision  in  Adams  v.  Adams,  and 
the  caaes  on  which  that  decision  was  founded. 


There  I  refused  relief  tx)  the  widow,  because 
I  could  not  find  in  the  will  any  expression 
of  intention  to  confer  any  benefit  upon  her. 
In  this  case,  I  decide  in  &vour  of  the  defen- 
dant, upon  the  ground,  that  I  do  not  find 
the  intention  of  the  testatrix  unequivocally 
declared  in  her  will,  in  the  clauses  relating 
to  Marsh  Land;  and  because  there  is  no 
rational  ground  for  believing,  that  as  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  her 
intention  could  have  been  influenced  by  the 
mistake.  I  think  effect  must  be  given  to  the 
will  of  Betty,  as  if  the  charge  upon  Beer's 
Bam  had  been  actually  found  in  the  will  of 
George,  as  her  will  supposes  it  to  have  been. 
If  the  agreement  of  the  17th  of  March  had 
never  been  executed,  and  the  bill  had  been 
so  framed  as  to  admit  of  my  doing  it,  the 
costs  of  the  suit  would  have  come  out  of  the 
estate.  As  the  bill  is  framed,  I  should, 
perhaps,  even  before  the  agreement,  have 
found  it  impossible,  according  to  the  eases, 
to  give  the  plaintiff  the  costs  of  the  bill  dis- 
missed ;  but  certainly  the  circumstances 
attending  the  execution  of  that  agreement 
are  such  as  to  deprive  the  defend^t  of  all 
right  to  ask  me  to  alter  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff,  by  reason  of  that  agreement  having 
been  executed.  The  bill  wfll  be  dismissed, 
without  costs. 

Mr.  RomiUy,  for  the  plaintiff,  suggested 
that  the  Court  might  give  the  plaintiff 
his  costs  out  of  the  estate,  on  the  ground, 
that  though  the  bill  had  been  dismissed,  yet 
a  question  had  been  decided  upon  a  diffi^ 
cultv  arising  upon  the  will  itself. 

liie  Vice  CHAKCELtOR  thought  it  was  a 
case  in  which  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  his 
costs,  but  doubted  whether  any  precedent 
could  be  found  where  it  had  been  done,  the 
Court  not  having  any  fund  to  administer, 
and  where  the  decree  must  be  against  the 
defendant  personally ;  and  leave  was  given 
to  mention  that  point  again. 

Feb.  16. — Mr,  RtmUly  suggested  that 
an  order  might  be  made,  declaring  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled,  but  requiring  him 
to  pay  the  costs  out  of  the  assets.  And  he 
cited — 

Ashe  V.  Berry,  3  Moll.  97. 

Lynn  v.  Beaver^  Turn.  &  Russ.  68. 

Thomason  v.  Moses,  5  Beav.  77. 

WiORAM,  V.C. — In  the  earlier  cases  it 
was  doubted,  whether  the  Court  had  juris- 
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diction,  but  in  Thomasonr,  MoseSjihe'^nsUst 
of  the  Rolls  seems'  to  have  thought  that 
he  had  jurisdiction  in  all  eases  where  thiere 
was  a  fiind  to  administer.  The  mle,  however, 
ought  to  be  guarded  with  some  caution  ;  for 
a  number  of  bills  might  be  filed  by  different 
legatees  under  the  same  will,  and  though 
they  should  be  found  not  to  have  any  title, 
yet  they  are  to  be  paid  their  costs ;  and 
thus  the  fund  might  be  absorbed  by  the 
different  suits.  In  the  case  of  Th&mason  v. 
MoseSf  there  was  only  one  question,  and  so 
the  estate  could  not  be  injured.  The  other 
cases  cited,  I  do  not  think  wotdd  justify 
the  order  I  am  asked  to  make. 

Bill  dismissed^  without  costs. 


M.R. 
Jan.  25 


.} 


NICHOLSON  f .  NORTOK. 


Costs — Staying  Payment  of  Costs — ilfo- 
tion» 

Byian  order  of  the  Court  on  further  dtreC" 
tionSf  the  costs  of  the  defendant  A,  were 
ordered,  when  taxed,  to  be  paid  to  her  soli'* 
citar.  It  afterwards  appeared,  on  the  affU 
davit  of  the  defendant  Cs  solicitor,  that  the 
share  of  A.  in  the  estate,  the  subject  of  the 
suit,  would  not  he  more  than  sujficieni  to 
satisfy  the  amount  which  the  defendant  C 
was  directed  to  retain  in  respect  of  monies, 
part  of  the  testator* s  estate,  adtanoed  to  A, 
by  C,  the  executor.  A,  was  insolvent.  The 
costs  had  been  taxed,  but  the  Master  had  not 
signed  his  certificate  of  taxation.  Ordered, 
on  motion,  that  payment  of  such  costs  be  stayed 
for  the  period  of  one  month,  to  enable  C,  to 
make  such  other  application  to  the  Court  as 
he  might  be  advised, 

Mr.  Wickens  moved,  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant  Norton,  that  so  much  of  an  order, 
made  in  the  cause,  on  further  directions, 
on  the  2nd  of  August  1 84S,  as  directed  the 
payment  of  the  costs  of  the  defendant, 
Elizabeth  Blisha,  when  taxed  under  the  said 
order,  to  her  solicitor,  niight  be  varied ;  and 
that,  in  lieu  thereof,  the  sum  which  &e  taxing 
Master  should  certify  to  be  the  amount  of 
such  costs,  might  be  carried  by  the  Master 
to  the  credit  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Elisha,  in 
taking  the  accounts  and  making  the  appor- 


tionment of  the  shares  of  the  plahtiffii  and 
defendants  under  the  order. 

It  appeared,  by  the  state  of  facts  left  in 
the  Master's  office  by  the  solicitor  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  the  defendant  Elizabeth  Elisha, 
under  the  order  of  the  2nd  of  August  1843, 
that  the  share  of  the  defendant,  Elizabeth 
Elisha,  in  ^e  residue  of  the  estate  die  sub- 
ject of  the  suit,  would  not  be  more  than 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  amount  which  the 
defendant  John  Norton,  the  surviving  exe- 
cutor of  the  testator,  was  directed  to  retain 
thereout  in  respect  of  monies  advanced  by 
him  to  Blizabetii  Elisha  out  of  the  testator's 
estate,  and  of  a  loss  occasioned  to  the  estate 
by  her  means.  The  defendant  Elizabeth 
Elisha  was  in  insolvent  circumstances.  The 
taxing  Master  had  completed  the  taxation 
of  the  costs  of  all  parties,  but  had  not  signed 
his  certificate  thereof;  and  the  preparadon 
of  the  Master's  report  under  the  order  had 
only  been  delayed  until  the  taxation  of  costs 
had  been  completed.  Liberty  to  apply  only 
was  reserved  by  the  order  on  further  direc- 
tions. 

In  support  of  the  application,  Shine  v. 
Gough(\)  and  Harmer  v.  Harris (2)  were 
cited. 

Mr.  Teed,  contr^,  contended,  that  the 
object  of  the  motion  was  to  vary  a  decretal 
order,  which  could  only  be  done  by  means 
of  a  re-hearing ;  and  that  the  circumstances 
brought  forward  only  appeared  by  affidavit, 
grounded  on  a  state  of  &ct8  carried  in  befbre 
die  Master,«*«  verytinsatisfiustoiy  mode  of 
giving  infbnnation  to  the  Court. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  said,  the 
solicitor  had  no  paramount  right  to  the 
costs ;  that  if  the  present  application  had 
been  made  to  him  at  the  hearing  on  further 
directions,  the  matter  would  have  been  set 
right ;  and  that  all  that  was  required  by  the 
defendant  Norton,  was  an  order  for  the  stay 
of  payment  of  the  costs  in  question,  which 
his  Lordship  ordered  for  a  period  of  one 
month  from  that  date,  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  the  defendant  Norton  an  oppottunity, 
in  the  meanwhile,  of  making  such  other 
application  to  the  Court  as  he  might  be 
advised. 

(1)  2  Ban  &B.  88. 

(2)  1  Ross.  155. 
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.R.     \ 
.30.   J 


BEAMAN  r.  DODD. 


Payment  of  Money  out  of  Court — Feme 
Covert. 

The  Court  wM  not  make  any  other  than 
the  u$uai  order  for  the  payment  of  odmey 
exeeediny  200/.,  belonyiny  to  a  feme  covert, 
out  ef  eeiuri^  aUhonyh  the  amount  will  be  re- 
dtieed  below  that  mm,  after  payment  thereout 
of  certain  cofii,  to  whioh  the  sum  is  liable, 

Mr,  Biyys  asked,  Ihata  sum  slightly  ex* 
ceeding  200i.,  payable  to  a  manried  lady, 
might  be  ordeved  to  be  paid  at  once  to  her 
husband,  without  her  consent  in  court,  inas- 
much as  the  sttiD,  after  payment  thereout 
of  captain  costs  to  the  solicitor  of  the  married 
lady,  would  be  reduced  considerably  below 
200/.;  but — 

The  Master  of  the  Rolui  said,  he  was 
afraid  of  introducing  a  rule  in  these  cases 
admitting  of  excepd^ms,  which  would  be 
productive  of  great  inconvenience,  and  de« 
ctined  to  make  any  other  than  Uie  usual 
order* 


M.R.     \ 
Feb.  8.  J 


THE  MAAQUI8  OF  HBBTFORD  V, 

suisas. 


AmendmefU  ofBiU — Irregularity. 

After  a  noHee  of  motion  to  diimisa  the  biU 
far  want  of  prosecutionf  had  been  yiven  by  one 
of  the  defendants  before  the  Vice  ChaneeUor 
of  England,  and  during  the  suspension  of  the 
hearing  of  the  motion^  under  the  direction  of 
hs  Honour^  the  plaintiff  obtained  at  the  Rolls 
ea  order,  on  petition,  as  of  course,  to  amend 
his  biU,  the  fact  of  the  pendeney  rf  the 
motion  to  dismiss  not  being  mentioned  in  the 
petdion  :'^Order  held  irregular,  and  diS' 
charged  with  costs. 

The  bill  was  iiled  on  the  12th  of  July 
184:2 ;  the  answer  of  the  defendant  Suisse 
was  filed  on  the  17th  of  November  of  that 
year.  On  the  8th  of  May  1843,  the  defen- 
dant Suisse  moved,  before  the  Vice  Chan- 
cellor of  England,  to  dismiss  the  bill  for 
want  of  prosecution,  when  the  motion  was 
directed  to  stand  over  till  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor had  delivered  his  judgment  on  an 
appeal  from  the  decision  of  Wigram,  V.C, 


who  had  dissolved  an  injunctbn,  obtained 
by  the  present  plaintiff,  under  the  stat« 
5  Viot.  c.  5y  resb^ining  the  Bank  of  Eng- 
land from  transferring  to  the  defendant 
Suisse  a  sum  of  stock*  On  the  20th  of 
November  1843,  the  Lord  Chancellor  deli- 
vered his  judgment  on  the  appeal.  On 
the  19th  of  December  1 843,  the  other  de- 
fendants in  the  present  suit,  the  executors 
of  the  late  Marquis  of  Hertford,  filed  their 
answer,  without  oath  or  signature,  the  same 
solicitor  acting  for  them  as  for  the  plaintiff; 
and  on  the  25th  of  January  1844  the  plain- 
tiff obtained  the  common  order,  on  petition 
as  of  course,  at  the  Rolls,  to  amend  his  bill, 
the  pendency  of  the  motion  to  dismiss  not 
having  been  stated  to  the  secretary  at  the 
time  of  obtaining  the  order. 

Mr»  Roupell  and  Mr.  De  Gex  now  moved 
to  discharge  that  order. — The  question  is, 
whether,  pending  the  defendant's  motion  to 
dismiss  the  bill,  the  plaintiff  couM  take  any 
effectual  step  in  the  cause.  The  order  ob- 
tained is  clearly  irregular.  If  the  plaintiff 
had  made  his  application  to  amend  before 
the  same  Judge  who  directed  the  motion  to 
dismiss  to  stand  over,  it  must  have  been 
special  in  its  nature;  and  it  would  have 
been  incumbent  on  him  to  have  shewn 
that  the  answer  of  die  co-defendants,  the 
executors,  could  not  have  been  obtained, 
though  due  diUgence  had  been  used — 1 3tli 
Order  of  1828  and  1831  (1).  After  rer 
gular  notice  of  motion  to  dismiss  a  bill  for 
want  of  prosecution  has  been  given,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  amend  his  bill  without  pay- 
ing the  defendant  the  costs  of  the  motion. 
The  words  "last  defendant,"  of  the  13th 
Order,  must  be  taken  in  a  qualified  sense ; 
for  a  defendant  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  has  been  decided  not  to  be  a  defendant 
within  the  meaning  of  that  order — King  of 
Spain  V.  Hullett  (2)  :  and  in  Bertolacci  v. 
Johnstone  (S)  it  was  held,  that  a  plaintiff 
amending  his  bill  after  answer,  by  adding 
new  defendants,  did  not  acquire  a  right  to 
make  a  further  amendment  against  the  ori- 
ginal defendants,  under  the  13th  Order  of 
1828,  within  the  period  of  six  weeks  therein 
mentioned.  In  the  present  case,  the  answer 
of  the  executors  might  have  been  filed  im- 

(1)  Ord.  Can.  8 ;  1  L&w  J.R«p.(N.8.)  Chanc.  1. 

(2)  1  Rubs.  &  Mjl.  7,  n.;  ••  o.  8  Sim.  888;  8 
Law  J.  Rap.  Chaoo.  8. 

(8)  2  Hare,  632^  8.c*  aalf,  99. 
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mediately  after  the  institution  of  the  suit, 
they  being  amicable  towards  the  plaintiff, 
and  appearing  by  the  same  solicitor. 

Mr,  Kindersley  and  Mr,  Schomherg^ 
contr^,  contended,  that  the  order  obtained 
was  within  the  words  of  the  13th  Order  of 
1828,  and  was  not  irregular;  and  that  the 
order,  if  it  had  been  applied  for  before  the 
Vice  Chancellor  of  England,  and  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  had  been  stated,  would 
have  been  granted  as  of  course — Peacock  v. 
Sievier  (4). 

The  Master  op  the  Rolls. — This  order 
is  not  a  regular  one.  The  plaintiff  applied 
for  it  by  petition  as  of  course,  whereas  he 
ought  to  have  brought  before  the  officer  of  the 
court  the  state  of  facts  existing  at  the  time 
with  reference  to  the  proceedings  in  the  cause. 
The  single  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff 
ought  not  to  have  stated  more  in  his  petition. 
At  the  date  of  the  application  for  the  order, 
a  motion  was  actufdly  pending  before  the 
Vice  Chancellor  of  England  to  dismiss  the 
bill  for  want  of  prosecution ;  but  this  fact 
was  not  stated  in  the  petition.  The  plaintiff 
might  have  taken  the  usual  step  to  amend 
his  bill,  but  he  delays  it  till  after  notice  of 
motion  to  dismiss  is  given,  when  he  could 
regularly  only  obtain  an  order  to  amend  his 
bill  against  die  party  moving  to  dismiss  on 
specif  application.  The  order  in  question 
must  be  discharged,  and  with  costs,  on  the 
ground  of  its  having  been  obtained  on  an 
imperfect  statement  of  facts.  In  making 
this  order,  I  do  not  interfere  with  the  merits 
of  the  case,  which  must  be  discussed  before 
another  branch  of  the  Court. 


M 
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RICHARDSON  V.  HASTINGS. 


Pleading — Demurrer'^Answer —  JVantof 
Parties-^Partnership — Winding  up  ofParU 
nership  Affairs — Frame  of  Bills  as  to  Part'- 
nershSp  Acommk,  *'• 

The  hiU  in  this  case  was  filed  tg  a  member 
of  a  chbf  on  behalf  of  himself  and  aU  other 
persons  (except  the  three  d^endantaj  toho^ 
at  the  time  of  its  dissolution^  were  members 
of  the  clubf  and  were  living^  and  the  per- 

(4)  5  Sim.  558. 


sonal  representatives  of  such  of  them  tu  were 
dead.  Two  of  the  defendants^  H,  and  E, 
were  members  of  the  late  committee  of  the 
clubf  and  were  charged  with  the  improper 
appropriation  of  monies  arising  from  the  sale 
of  furniture  and  wines  belonging  to  the  club : 
the  other  defendant  was  a  general  member  of 
the  club  at  the  time  of  its  dissolution^  but  he 
was  not  in  any  manner  connected  with  the 
subscriptions  raised  for  the  purchase  of  the 
furniture  belonging  to  the  club  which  had 
been  sold  by  the  other  defendants.  The  bill 
prayed  an  account  against  H.  and  E,  of  the 
monies  received  by  them  in  respect  of  the  sale 
of  the  furniture ;  and  that  the  amount  found 
due  from  those  parties  might  he  paid  to  the 
plaintiff,  as  the  trustee  thereof  or  to  the  bank^ 
ers  of  the  clubf  for  the  purposes  of  the  club, 
or  otherwise  as  the  Court  should  direct;  and 
that  the  defendants  might  be  compelled  to 
produce  and  deliver  up  all  accounts  and  books 
of  the  late  club. 

The  defendants  H,  and  E,  demurred  to 
the  bill  for  want  of  necessary  parties,  viz, 
the  other  members  of  the  committee  of  the  UUe 
club  besides  the  defendants  H,  and  E,  and 
the  parties  who  contributed  funds  for  carry^ 
ing  on  the  club,  and  for  the  purchase  of  fur- 
niture for  the  use  of  the  club*  Demurrer 
overruled. 

In  suits  relating  to  partnership  transac- 
tions, the  Court  must  not  only  act  within  the 
limits  of  its  jurisdiction,  but  also  adapt  the 
powers  necessary  for  the  tLdministration  of 
justice  to  the  existing  state  of  society. 

The  winding  up  of  a  partnership  implies 
a  complete  settlement  of  aU  the  rights  and 
liabilities  as  between  the  partners ;  and  as 
they  may  be  in  conflict  with  reference  thereto, 
the  partnership,  in  that  sense,  cannot  he 
wound  up  in  the  absence  of  any  of  the 
partners. 

In  a  continuing  partnership,  if  a  few  have 
an  interest  in  a  particular  subject  adverse  to 
aU  the  rest,  and  claim  the  benefit  of  that  in- 
terest for  themselves,  a  biU  in  equity  may  he 
filed  against  those  few,  bv  one  or  more  of  the 
parties  interested,  on  behalf  of  all  thersst. 

In  the  case  of  an  insolvent  partnership, 
not  formally  dissolved,  a  biU  may  be  filed  by 
one  or  more  members  against  the  governing 
body,  to  have  the  assets  collected,  and  applied, 
as  far  as  they  will  extend,  towards  the  dis- 
charge of  the  partnership  debts,  without 
seeking  to  ascertain  the  liabilities  and  rights 
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of  the  parUes  as  between  themselves,  and 
thereby  leaving  litigation  entirely  open,  as 
between  such  parties,  after  the  debts  have  been 
paid. 

The  disallovfing  of  a  demurrer  for  want  of 
parties,  does  not  preclude  the  defendants  from 
taking  the  same  objection  for  want  of  parties 
by  their  answer. 

WaUworth  v.  Holt  (^4  Myl.  ^  Cr.  619 ; 
s.  c.  10  Law  J,  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc,  138,J 
considered. 

For  the  report  of  this  case  on  the  former 
demurrer,  and  the  judgment  thereon,  see 
p.  32,  ante. 

That  demurrer  having  heen  allowed  for 
want  of  parties,  the  hill  was  amended  hy 
adding  Arthur  Henry  Welch,  a  member  of 
the  club  at  the  time  of  its  dissolution,  but 
not  a  member  of  the  committee,  as  a  defen- 
dant, and  stating,  that  all  the  members  of 
the  club  at  different  times  paid  the  amount 
of  their  subscriptions  or  contributions  of  1 3/. 
each  to  the  bankers  of  the  club,  to  the  credit 
or  on  account  of  the  club,  or  into  the  hands 
of  the  defendants,  Hastings  and  Emly ;  that 
the  lease  of  the  club-house,  contracted  to  be 
sold  to  William  Mason,  was,  with  his  con- 
sent, surrendered  by  Hastings,  Emly,  and 
Stewart  to  the  lessor  thereof;  and  that  the 
defendant  A.  H.  Welch  was  not  a  party  to 
the  indenture  of  the  27th  of  January  1838, 
and  did  not  subscribe  to  the  fund  for  the 
purchase  of  the  furniture  vested  in  the 
plaintiff. 

The  following  passage  in  the  prayer  of  the 
original  bill,  viz.  "  that  the  amount  appear- 
ing to  be  due  from  Hastings  and  Emly  may 
be  applied  upon  and  for  the  purposes  men- 
tioned in  the  indenture  of  the  27th  of  January 
1838,  under  the  direction  of  the  Court,"  was 
struck  out  by  amendment,  and  the  words, 
"or  otherwise  as  the  Court  shall  direct,'' 
inserted,  after  a  subsequent  part  of  the  prayer, 
seeking  payment  of  what  should  be  found 
due  from  the  defendants  Hastings  and  Emly, 
on  taking  the  account,  to  Messrs.  Hopkin- 
son  &  Co.,  to  the  credit  and  for  the  purposes 
of  the  club.  That  part  of  the  prayer  also 
which  sought  the  winding  up  of  the  affairs 
of  the  club  was  struck  out. 

The  defendants  Hastings  and  Emly  again 
demurred  to  the  bill  for  want  of  necessary 
parties,  viz.  the  persons  besides  the  defen- 
dants constituting  the  committee  of  the  club 


for  the  year  ending  the  1st  of  May  1839; 
the  several  members  of  the  dub  who  were 
parties  of  the  second  part  to,  and  who  exe- 
cuted the  indenture  of  the  27th  of  January 
1838,  in  the  amended  bill  mentioned ;  and 
John  Maltravers,  and  the  several  other  mem- 
bers of  the  club  besides  the  plaintiff  who 
subscribed  to  the  fund  in  such  indenture 
mentioned. 

Mr.  Purvis  and  Mr.  Hubback,  in  support 
of  the  demurrer,  contended,  that  the  other 
members  of  the  committee  ought  to  be  par- 
ties, inasmuch  as,  by  the  resolutions  of  the 
committee  stated  in  the  bill,  the  committee, 
and  not  the  plaintiff,  were  to  sell  the  furni- 
ture ;  and  therefore,  the  functions  of  the 
plaintiff  as  a  trustee  were  entirely  at  an  end, 
especially  as  he  had  sanctioned  such  resolu- 
tions: that  the  trifling  amendments  intro- 
duced into  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  left  the 
case  substantially  as  it  was  on  the  hearing 
of  the  former  demurrer :  that  all  members 
who  signed  the  indenture  of  the  27th  of 
January  1838,  and  subscribed  to  the  furni- 
ture fund,  were  necessary  parties,  as  having 
conflicting  interests  with  the  general  body 
of  the  club:  that  in  WaUworth  v.  Holt(\) 
no  decree  for  a  dissolution  was  prayed,  and 
all  the  officers  and  directors  of  the  company, 
as  well  as  the  public  officer  and  the  trustees, 
were  made  parties,  who  must  be  considered 
as  filling  the  same  situation  in  WaUworth  v. 
Holt  as  the  committee  do  in  the  present 
case :  that  there  was  no  instance  to  be  found 
of  a  suit  against  some  only  of  the  members 
of  a  governing  body — Hichens  v.  Congreve 
(2):  that  in  Acton  v.  Woodgate{S)  and 
Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale {^),  the  parties 
not  signing  the  creditors'  deed  were  held  to 
have  no  power  to  compel  the  execution  of 
the  trusts  thereof. 

Richardson  v,  Larpent,  2  You.  &  Col. 
N.C.  607. 

Calverley  v.  Phelp,  6  Mad.  229. 

Newton  v.  EgmonJt^  4  Sim.  «574. 

Harrison  v.  Stewardson^  2  Hare,  530. 

Mr.  Kindersley,  Mr,  G,  Turner^  and  Mr. 
Cameron,  in  support  of  the  bill,  contended, 

(n  4  Myl.  £c  Cr.  619;  1.0.  10  Law  J.  Rep. 
(m.8.)  Cbane.  188. 

(2)  4  Ross.  562;  1.0. 6  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  167. 

(8)  2  My].  &  K.  492 ;  a.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chanc.  88. 

(4)  8  Sim.  1. 
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that  it  was  for  tiie  general  benefit  of  the  dab 
that  the  tenns  of  the  agreement  entered  into 
riionld  be  carried  oat :  that  the  present  CMe 
-was  in  principle  the  same  as  WaUifforth  ▼. 
Holt^  where,  as  in  this  case,  no  contribution 
was  asked  from  the  members,  but  only  that 
the  assets  of  the  club  might  be  applied,  so 
far  as  they  would  extend,  to  the  payment 
of  the  debts :  that  the  present  bill  stood  on 
the  same  footing  as  a  biU  filed  by  a  residuary 
legatee,  out  of  which  questions  might  arise 
as  to  the  rights  of  thirid  parties,  not  at  pre- 
sent matter  for  consideration :  and  that  the 
bill  merely  prayed  restitution  of  the  fiind 
possessed  by  the  defendants  Hastings  and 
Emly. 

Franco  v.  Franeot  8  Ves.  75. 

Anonymous^  note  to  WUkinstm  v.  Parry ^ 
4  Russ.  274. 

Holmes  v.  Heniy,  4  CI.  &  Fin.  99. 

Weld  y.  Bonham^  2  Sim.  &  Stn.  91 ;  s.  c. 
2  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  198. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. — I  must 
observe,  that  all  cases  of  this  kind  axe  at- 
tended with  some  degree  of  difficulty.  The 
conclusion  to  be  arrived  at  depends  on  rather 
nioe  eireumetances ;  and  arguments  m  sup- 

'  port  of  a  demurrer  like  the  present,  have 
tisiiidly  a  very  strong  foundation  ;  and  the 
teaMn  is,  these  cases  devii^  from  the  vid 
and  general  rules  of  the  court,  one  of  which 
is,  that  all  persons  interested  in  the  sub|ect- 
matter  of  the  suit  ought  to  be  parties  to  K ; 
^e  other  is,  that  complete  justice  should  be 
done  in  every  case,  so  as  tibat  matter  involv- 
ed in  the  suit  should  not  be  left  to  form  the 
subject  of  future  litigation. 

This  is  a  bill  which  is  a  departure, 
to  a  certain  extent,  from  both  these  rules, 
because  it  is  proposed  to  be  prosecuted 
in  the  absence  of  parties  interested  in  the 
subject-matter  of  the  suit;  and  it  proposes 
that  the  rights  of  the  several  pattied  to  ^e 
sums  to  be  recovered  must  be  left  at  their 
^sposal,  if  they  can  agtee ;   and  if  they 

•  cannot  agree,  those  sums  must  be  left  fbr 
ftiture  litigation.  But  exceptions  to  these 
rules  have  been  at  all  times  idlowed.  I 
recollect,  in  my  professional  studies,  having 
a  book,  in  wldeh  one  of  the  chapters  was 
headed,  *'In  what  cases  necessary  parties 
to  be  c^spensed  with*' :  that  was  the  subject 
of  the  whole  chapter.  It  has  become  neces- 
sary to  make  these  exceptions  larger,  aud  to 


keep  pace  with  the  progress' of  the  tranaso- 
tions  vt  mankind ;  and  oertainiy  everybody 
who  reads  what  Lord  Cotterdmm  has  more 
than  once  said  on  such  occasions,  most  be 
perfectly  satisfied  of  its  justice,  that  the 
Court  must  not  only  act  withan  the  Inniti 
of  its  jurisdiction,  but  also  apply  the  powers 
which  are  so  necessary  for  the  administiatioa 
of  justice  to  the  eircumstanoeB  which  ate 
found  in  society  in  our  own  times.  Now, 
the  extension  of  die  exception  has  in  no 
class  of  cases  been  more  prevalent  than  those 
resembling  the  present.  I  see  no  raasoa  to 
doubt  the  propriety  of  the  decision  in  Evam 
V.  Stokes{5);  in  fact,  I  consider  the  winding 
up  of  a  partnership  implies  a  complete  set^ 
tlement  of  all  the  rights  and  Illibflities  m 
between  the  parties  themselves ;  and  as  they 
may  be  in  conflict  with  regard  to  those  rights 
and  liabilities,  the  partnership,  in  thataense, 
cannot  be  wound  up  in  the  absenoe  of  aajr 
of  the  partners:  it  may  be  attended  with 
great  inconvenience,  even  to  the  extent  of 
abstaining  from  doing  justice  between  these 
parties.  Sueh  appears  to  me  necessarily  to 
follow  from  the  general  rule  of  die  ocmit, 
and  it  cannot  be  eorrected  without  a  genenl 
aaUiority.  Such  being  the  rale,  it  was  at 
one  time  conceived,  from  the  second  geae- 
ral  rule,  on  which  I  have  already  observed, 
that  oomplete  justice  must  be  done  to  the 
subfect-matter  of  the  auit,  that  the  Court 
eoald  not  and  would  not  interfere  with  a 
partnership  at  i^  as  between  the  partiei, 
unleea  the  partnership  was  intended  to  be 
dissolved  9bd  Anally  wound  up  and  settled ; 
and  theve  are  several  conflicting  eaaes  in 
the  hockw  on  that  subject^  dffiffent  /udgss 
entertaining  very  strong  opinions  on  the 
deferent  vkw»  of  that  question.  It  torn 
appears  clear,  that  no  such  general  role 
exists  as  that  to  which  I  have  adverted ;  ibr 
it  has  been  decided,  that  in  a  eontintmig 
pentnership,  if  a  few  have  an  interest  in  a 
particular  subject  adverse  to  all  the  rest, 
and  claim  the  benefit  of  that  mterest  for 
themselves,  a  bill  in  equity  may  be  filed 
against  those  few,  by  one  or  more  of  the 
parties  interested,  on  behalf  of  all  the  rest. 
That  is  a  remarkable  case  certainly,  where 
you  have  not  before  the  Court  all  penons 
interested ;  however,  it  is  not  more  remark- 
able than  the  circumstance  of  one  creditor 

(5)  I  Keen,  24 ;  s.  c.  5  Uw  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chine. 
129. 
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and  one  legatee  suing  on  fael»lf  of  hia^ 
•df  end  of  many  otbor  pesaoas  -of  the  aame 
fllaai. '  But  .ive  faia¥&  proceeded -still  further ; 
for  in  the  case  of  an  insolvent  partnership 
not  fiviDally  diasoWed,  a  bill  may  be  filed 
fay  «aeor  moie  membera  against  the  govern- 
ing body,  to  have  the  assets  ooUeeled  and 
sfi^ied,  aa  far  aa  they  will  extend,  towards 
^  disiihaige  of  the  partnevship  debts,  with- 
ont  aeeking  to  ascertain  the  liabilities  and 
jighta  oi  the  parties  as  between  themselves, 
and  thereby  leaving  litigation  entirely  open 
as  betsreeik  sudi  pardea  aftsr  the  debts  have 
been  paid.  Sock  a  proceeding  seeks  nothing 
but  satis&ction  of  the  debts  as  &r  as  the 
defeotive  assets  will  extend ;  and  then,  with 
•egard  to  tke  remaander  of  the  debts,  all  the 
menbest  of  the  partnership  are  exposed  to 
audi  litigation  on  behalf  of  unsatisfied  ere- 
ditofSy  for  eonlvibutien  amongst  themselves, 
aa  die  particular  ciffeumstanoea  of  the  case 
may  lender  necessary. 

Is  this  ceae,  if  I  oorrsctly  collect  the  sum 
of  ilp  it  ia  this : — It  is  alleged,  that  the  two 
delsodaiits,  Hastings  and  Einly,  have  pos- 
seaeed  tkemselves  c^  property  belonging  to 
tfais'  dub,  whieh  must  be  eonsideied  as  a 
paKtaership ;  that  one  cf  the  sums  of  money 
wkieh  th^  havn  in  their  possession,  is  sub- 
ject tan  peouliartmst,  bekigwbat  ia  termed 
the  "fujenitufe  money;"  the  other  s«un  is  of 
the natereof  geneial  assets  of  the  partner* 
ship ;  and  they  refuse  to  come  to  any  account 
in  reapeet  of  tfaia  property.  This  bill  desires 
to  recover  this  pro^perty,  not  for  the  purpose 
of ^ftsibutioa  by  the  Comrl^  witlireference  to 
the  pftrtiiership,  and  by  means  of  the  bill, 
but  by  biinging  it  within  the  controul  of 
die  ipoveaning  body  of  the  partnership,  with 
»  view  to  its  amplication  under  that  oontvoni, 
eeeofding  to  the  ri§^  of  the  parties :  that 
ia  the  nature  of  the  bilL  How,  then,  cen 
that  be  aceompUaked  ?  The  plaintiff  and 
ali  the  other  membera  of  the  partnemhip, 
except  the  two  defendants,  are  interested  in 
kavii^  the  money,  which  the  demurrer  ad* 
mllB  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  two  de<* 
lendants,  brought  witlun  the  oontioul.of  the 
dub ;  that  is  a  common  inteiest  How  this 
money,  when  brought  within  such  controul, 
ought  to  be  applied,  is  another  question;  to 
say  we  can  recover  the  money,  and  place  it 
within  the  controul  of  the  dub,  and  then 
leave  it  there  subject  to  litigation,  is  saying 
what  is  asked  to  be  done  in  this  case,  and 
New  Series,  XIII.— Chaicc. 


ia  no  more  tiban  was  sought  to  be  done  in 
WM»wih  V.  Holt.  Then,  if  it  is  for  the 
eamraon  benefit  of  all  the  parties  interested, 
except  the  present  defendants,  that  this 
money  should  be  recovered,  why  should  it 
not  be  done  ?  It  is  said,  this  is  a  case  of 
dissolution.  Very  true,  it  is,  and  the  case 
shews  that  there  ought  to  be  a  winding  up 
of  the  partnership,  and  a  final  settlement  of 
its  affairs.  But  how  is  it  with  a  partnership 
after  a  dissolution  and  before  the  affairs  oi 
the  partnership  are  wound  up  ?  The  mutual 
connexion  between  the  partners  is  not  dis-^ 
sdved  with  the  dissolution  of  the  partner- 
ship, because  that  must  continue  for  the 
purpose  of  collecting  the  assets  and  winding 
up  the  partnership ;  till  the  matter  is  dosed, 
there  is  a  quasi  partnership,  a  mutual  inter- 
est between  these  parties.  One  of  the  things 
required  for  the  winding  up  of  the  pvtner- 
ship  is,  that  the  assets  ediould  be  collected. 
When  it  is  desired  to  cdlect  the  assets,  it 
may  appear  that  one  individual  has  got 
assets  which  he  keeps  in  his  possession 
adversely  to  all  the  rest,  which  it  is  the 
common  interest  to  collect,  and  which  being 
collected,  ought  to  be  applied  regularly  to« 
wards  the  winding  up  of  the  partnersh^. 

Now,  then,  in  the  present  state  of  the 
record,  the  question  is,  whether  the  defen« 
dants  are  to  answer.  I  cannot  determine 
at  this  time,  whether,  in  consequence  of  what 
may  hereafher  appear  in  the  answer  to  be 
filed,  it  may  not  be  absolutely  necessary  to 
make  other  persons  parties  to  the  suit ;  but 
taking  the  bill  aa  it  now  stands  on  the  re* 
cord,  which  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  it 
does  not  appear  to  me  that  any  other  per- 
sons are  necessary  to  be  brought  before  the 
Courts  or  that  I  ought  to  dlow  the  present 
demurrer.  By  overruling  the  demurrer, 
I  wish  to  have  it  understood,  that  in  the 
answer  to  be  filed  by  the  present  defendants, 
it  may  appear,  that  it  is  quite  necessary, 
not  only  to  make  the  persons  now  pointed 
out,  but  also  other  persons,  parties  to  the 
suit,  for  the  defendants  may  still  object  by 
their  answe>i»  notwithstanding  this  demurrer 
is  ovenuled,  that  the  suit  is  defective  for 
want  of  parties.  With  respect  to  the  form- 
of  the  prayer  of  the. bill,  as  to  the  payment 
of  the  mon^,  I  cannot  construe  it  in  the 
way  in  which  it  has  been  contended*--'*  pay- 
ment to  the  plaintiff,  or  in  such  manner  as 
the  Court  may  direct.'*     It  is  not  clear  that 
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it  ought  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  even  as 
the  record  now  stands  :  that  will  be  a  ques* 
tion  for  discussion  hereafter,  on  the  answer 
coming  in ;  as  it  is  now  on  the  record,  it  is 
perfectly  clear,  that  it  ought  not  to  be  paid 
to  the  plaintiff.  Well,  what  then  ?  "other- 
wise as  the  Court  may  direct,"  are  the  next 
words  in  the  prayer.  It  has  been  argued 
very  ably  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  that 
the  Court  can  direct  nothing  but  the  pay- 
ment to  the  proper  hands,  that  is,  to  the 
creditors  of  this  club,  or  to  some  person 
who  may,  ultimately,  on  the  winding  up 
of  the  i^airs  of  the  club,  be  found  to  be 
the  proper  person  to  receive  it.  I  cannot 
say  that  I  think  so.  This  bill  not  de- 
siring to  have  the  partnership  wound  up, 
what  I  shall  have  to  do  is  to  take  care  that 
the  money  is  paid  to  the  person  who  ought 
to  have  the  management  of  it ;  and  no  doubt 
I  shall  learn  something  on  the  subject,  when 
I  see  the  answer  of  the  defendants,  who  will 
tell  me  to  whom  it  ought  to  be  paid.  These 
defendants  may  be  able  to  shew,  that  they 
have  nothing  at  all  to  pay  :  at  present  they 
admit  the  statements  contained  in  the  bill, 
tiiat  there  are  sums  to  pay,  and  they  allege 
the  existence  of  difficulties,  with  respect 
to  the  distribution  after  the  payment  shall 
have  been  made.  I  can  conceive  no  diffi- 
culty in  ordering  these  monies  to  be  paid  to 
the  persons  who,  under  the  direction  of  the 
dub,  or  its  governing  body,  have  a  right  to 
distribute  them.  If  there  be  occasion  for 
inquiry  on  that  subject,  the  defendants,  not 
desiring  that  it  should  be  paid  to  the  plain- 
tiff, will,  no  doubt,  afford  me  assistance 
in  determining  to  whom  the  monies  ought 
to  be  paid,  for  the  purpose  of  placing  them 
under  the  controul  of  the  governing  body  of 
the  club  for  distribution.  The  same  obser- 
vation applies  to  the  other  monies :  one 
fund  will  go  to  the  pecuniary  account,  the 
other  will  go  to  the  general  account  of  the 
club.  In  overruling  this  demurrer,  I  do  so 
entirely  without  prejudice  to  the  defendants 
taking  any  objection  for  want  of  parties  by 
their  answer,  and  if  by  their  answer  they 
state  that  there  are  objections  for  want  of 
parties,  those  objections  can  forthwith  be 
discussed  before  the  Court,  on  the  bill  and 
answer.  If  that  course  be  not  pursued,  it 
may  still  appear  at  the  hearing  that  there  is 
n  want  of  parties. 

Demurrer  overruledf  wUhout  costs. 


K.  Bruce 
Jan 


A  >     REID  V.  TBRRITT. 

Creditors^  Suit — Decree. 


A  creditors*  suit  was  instituted  against  the 
executrix  and  the  infant  devisees  of  a  testator^ 
and  the  usual  decree  was  made  therein :  but 
the  debt  had  not  been  proved  in  this  suit^  and 
the  Master  had  not  been  directed  to  inquire  as 
to  proper  parties  to  the  suit.  Another  credi- 
tors*  suit  was  instituted  against  the  same  par- 
ties : — Heldy  that  this  last  suit  was  regular^ 
and  a  decree  made  therein. 

A  testator,  entitled  to  real  and  personal 
estate,  died  indebted,  having  by  his  will 
devised  his  real  estate  to  classes  of  devisees, 
some  of  whom  were  in&nts. 

A  creditors'  suit  was  instituted  against 
his  executrix  and  devisees,  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  his  real  and  personal  estate.  This 
suit,  which  was  the  suit  of  GoodehUd  v.  2Vr- 
ritt,  was  heard  before  the  Vice  Chancellor  of 
England,  and  a  decree  was  taken  therein  for 
the  usual  accounts  of  debts  and  personal  and 
real  estate.  The  debt,  having  been  admitted 
by  the  executrix,  was  notproved  in  the  cause, 
as  it  ought  to  have  been  against  the  infiints, 
and  there  was  no  direction  in  the  decree  for 
the  Master  to  make  any  preliminary  inquiries 
as  to  parties.  Under  this  decree  die  Master 
proceeded  to  take  the  accounts. 

The  present  suit  of  Reid  v.  Territt,  which 
was  also  a  creditors'  stdt,  was  afterwards  in- 
stituted against  the  executrix  and  devisees 
of  the  testator. 

A  motion  had  been  made  in  the  soit  of 
Goodehild  v.  TerHtty  that  the  plain tiflfe  in 
the  suit  of  Reid  v.  Territt  might  be  restiained 
fh>m  prosecuting  their  suit ;  bmtwasrefiiBed 
by  the  Vice  Chancellor  of  England,  on  4he 
ground  of  the  irregularity  of  the  decree  in 
GoodehUd  V.  Territt,  arising  horn  the  debt 
not  having  been  proved  against  the  in&nts. 

The  plainti£&'  debt  was  properly  proved 
in  the  cause  of  Reid  v.  TerHtt^  and  that 
cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

The  plaintiffs  now  asked  for  the  nsaal 
decree  in  a  creditors'  suit,  with  the  addition, 
that  the  cause  should  be  referred  to  the 
Master  to  whom  the  cause  of  GoodehUd  v. 
Territt  was  referred,  and  that  the  Master 
might  be  at  liberty  to  adopt  the  accounts 
taken  in  that  suit. 
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Mr.  Russell,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr,  Rasch,  for  the  executrix,  suhmitted 
to  the  Court,  whether  a  decree  could  properly 
he  made  in  the  suit  of  Reid  v.  TerriU ;  the 
suit  of  GoodehUd  v.  TerrUt  heing  sufficient 
fixr  the  fill!  administration  of  the  estate  of 
the  testator.  In  Calvert  v.  Godfrey  (\\ 
Lord  Langdale  says,  '*  Mere  irregularity  will 
not  invalidate  a  sale  or  prevent  a  good  title 
being  made  under  the  decree,  provided 
all  proper  parties  were  parties  to  die  suit." 
The  real  estate  may,  therefore,  be  sold  in  the 
suit  of  GoodehUd  v.  TerriU. 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C.  thought  the  decree 
asked  for  ought  to  be  taken,  on  the  ground, 
that  the  debt  had  not  been  proved  in  Good^ 
ehUd  y.  TerriU,  There  was  an  additional 
reason,  that  in  the  decree  in  that  suit  the 
Master  had  not  be«i  directed  to  inquire 
whetlier  all  the  proper  parties  were  before 
the  Court.  He  thought  it  would  be  right, 
however,  to  make  this  addition  to  the  decree 
(if  it  were  necessary,)  **  that  this  decree 
diould  be  without  prejudice  to  any  appli*^ 
oation  to  consolidate  the  suits,  or  stay  pro* 
oeedings  in  either." 


K.  Bruce,  V.C. 
Jan.  16. 


} 


BOOTH  V,  VICARS. 


Legacy — Construction — Next  Legal  Re^ 
presentatives — Time  qf  ascertaining  a  Class 
of  Legatees. 

A  testator  bequeathed  the  interest  of  the 
ruidme  pf  his  estate  to  A,  for  life,  and 
directod,  that  after  the  death  of  A^  the  re- 
sidue should  be  paid  utUo  and  to  the  use  of 
N.  V,  and  M.  B,  and  be  equally  divided 
hefsseen  them,  share  and  share  alike,  (/* 
Uving,  bwt  if  dead,  to  go  and  be  equaUy 
divided  to  and  amongst  the  respective  neat 
legal  representaUves  qf  the  said  N.  V.  and 
M.  B,  share  and  share  alike.  N.  V.  and 
M.  B.  died  in  the  Ufetime  of  A  :—Held, 
first,  thai  by  the  term,  **ne»t  legal  repre- 
sentatives,'' the  next-of-kin,  according  to  the 
Statmtes  of  Distribution,  were  intended ;  se* 
cesMy,  thai  the  fund  was  to  be  divided  be* 
tween  them  per  stirpes,  and  not  per  capita ; 
and,  thirdly,  that  the  persons  who  were  to 

(1)  12  Uw  J.  Rep.  (n.8.)  Chanc.  305,  80& 


take  were  to  be  ascertained  at  the  time  (^the 
distribution  of  the  fund,  and  not  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  the  testator. 

Richard  Vicars,  by  his  will,  after  giving 
all  his  goods,  chattels,  stock  in  trade,  and 
personal  estate  and  effects,  to  trustees,  upon 
trust  to  convert  the  same  into  money,  and 
to  pay  the  interest  to  his  wife  for  her  life, 
made  the  following  bequest : — "  And  fix>m 
and  after  the  deceaae  of  my  said  wife,  then 
upon  this  further  trust,  and  my  will  is,  that 
the  residue  of  my  goods,  chattels,  stock  in 
trade,  personal  estate  and  effects,  and  the 
securities  in  or  upon  which  the  same,  or  any 
part  at  parts  thereof,  shall  or  may  be  in- 
vested or  placed  out,  shall  by  them,  my  said 
trustees,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the  ex- 
ecutors or  administrators  of  such  survivor, 
be  assigned  to,  and  go  and  be  paid  unto  and 
to  the  use  of  Nicholas  Vicars  and  Mary 
Brown,  and  be  equally  divided  between 
them,  share  and  share  alike,  if  then  living ; 
but  if  dead,  to  go  and  be  equally  divided 
to  and  amongst  Uie  respective  next  legal  re* 
presentatives  of  the  said  Nicholas  Vicars  and 
Mary  Brown,  share  and  share  alike." 

Nicholas  Vicars  and  Mary  Brown  both 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and 
left  executors. 

There  were  chfldren  and  grandchildren  of 
N.  Vicars  and  Mary  Brown  living  at  the 
death  of  the  testator,  some  of  whom  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

After  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  the 
bill  in  this  suit  was  filed,  to  determine  to 
whom  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate 
belonged. 

The  classes  of  claimants  to  the  fund  were 
as  follows: — First,  the  executors  of  N. 
Vicars  and  M.  Brown,  ibr  their  own  benefit. 
Secondly,  the  same  executors,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  parties  interested  in  the  estates  of 
their  testators.  Thirdly,  the  nearest  rela- 
tions of  N.  Vicars  and  M.  Brown,  living  at 
the  death  of  the  testator,  Richard  Vicars,  or 
their  representatives,  i.  e.  their  children  then 
living,  or  their  representatives.  Fourthly, 
their  nearest  relations  living  at  the  death  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  i.  e.  their  children  then 
living.  Fifthly,  their  next-of-kin,  according 
to  the  Statute  of  Distributions,  living  at  the 
death  of  the  testator,  or  their  representatives. 
Sixthly,  such  next-of-kin  living  at  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life. 
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There  was  the  further  question,  whether, 
if  the  fifth  or  sixth  class  were  held  to  be 
entitled,  the  distribution  was  to  be  made  per 
stirpes  or  per  capita. 

Mr,  Simpkinson,  Mr.  Sidebottom,  Mr. 
Wright^  Mr.  Hislop  Clarke,  Mr.  Faber, 
and  Mr.  M*  C^rw/f>  for  the  diiflferent  parties. 
— The  following  cases  were  cited — 

Bridge  v.  Abbot,  3  Bro.  CO.  224. 

Walter  v.  Makin,  6  Sim.  148 ;  a,  c.  2 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  173. 

Cotton  v.   Cotton,  2  Beav.  67 ;  s.  c.  8 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  349, 
where    the   term    "  legal    representatives" 
was  held  to  mean  next-of-kin,  according  to 
the  Statutes  of  Distribution. 

Price  V.  Strange,  6  Madd.  159. 

Saberton  y.  Skeels,  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  587, 
where  the  term  "personal  representatives" 
was  held  to  mean  executors  or  administra- 
tors ;  but  not  for  their  own  benefit. 

Rowland  v.  Gorsuch{l),  as  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  term  representatives  or  de- 
scendants. 

Stamp  V.  Cooke,  1  Cox,  234. 

Smith  V.  Campbell,  19  Ves.  400. 

Elmsley  v.  Young,  2  Myl.  &  K.  82 ;  s.  c. 
4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  200, 
where,  under  the  terms  "next  relations," 
** nearest  relations,"  and  "next-of-kin," 
the  nearest-of-kin  were  held  to  be  intended. 
Palin  V.  Hills  (2),  where  the  term  "  execu- 
tors or  administrators"  was  held  to  mean  the 
next-of-kin.  Clapton  v.  Bulmer  (3),  as  to 
the  point,  whether  the  persons  filling  the 
character  intended  by  the  testator  at  the 
death  of  the  testator,  or  the  time  of  the  dis- 
tribution, were  to  take  the  fund. 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C. — The  whole  tenor 
of  the  bequest  seems  to  me  to  exclude  the 
notion,  that,  under  the  words  "  next  legal 
representatives,"  the  executors  of  Nicholas 
Vicars  and  Mary  Brown  are  entitled  to  the 
far\d  for  their  own  benefit.  The  next  ques- 
tion is,  whether  such  executors  can  take  it 
in  their  character  of  executors,  but  not  bene- 
ficially. The  term  **  legal  representatives" 
is  susceptible  of  this  meaning,  where  t^e  con- 

(1)  2  Cor.  187. 

(2)  1  M7I.&  K.  470 ;  s.  0.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Cbano.  142. 

(3)  6  Myl.  &  Cr.  108  ;  8.  c.  9  Ltw  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Cb&no.  261. 


text  allows  it ;  but,  I  think,  that  several 
remarks,  to  which  this  clause  is  liable,  ex- 
clude such  an  interpretation.  First,  as  the 
testator  has  used  the  term  "  executors  and 
administrators,"  just  above,  in  its  strict  legal 
and  proper  sense,  he  would  probably,  if  he 
had  intended  the  "  executors  or  adnunistra- 
tors"  of  N.  Vicars  and  Mary  Brown  to  take 
the  fund,  have  used  the  same  phrase  in  this 
passage.  Secondly,  he  has  used  the  word 
•*  next"  in  combination  with  "  legal  repre- 
sentatives ;"  a  word  that  has  no  connexion 
with  executors  or  administrators.  Thirdly, 
such  a  construction  would  render  the  last 
half  of  this  bequest  a  superfluity ;  for,  if 
executors  or  administrators  are  meant,  the 
first  part  of  the  clause  would  have  been  suf- 
ficient. For  these  reasons,  I  think,  that  this 
construction  is  also  excluded. 

"Next  personal  representatives"  must 
then  in  some  form  import  consanguinity; 
and  the  question  is,  in  what  form.  The 
words  are  not  **  next-of-kin,"  and  there  is 
no  word  strictly  importing  kindred.  If  the 
words  had  been  "next-of-kin"  or  "  nearest 
in  relationship,"  I  might  have  decided  as  in 
Elmsley  v.  Young.  The  term,  however,  is 
"  representatives ;"  the  very  word,  it  may  be 
remarked,  used  in  the  Statutes  of  Distribu- 
tion. I  need  only  refer  to  the  language 
used  by  the  Judges  who  decided  Rowland  v. 
Gorsuch  and  Cotton  v.  Cotton.  I  think  that 
persons  who  by  force  of  law,  by  right  of 
consanguinity,  would  be  entitled  to  ti^e  the 
personal  estate  beneficially,  are  the  persons 
here  intended  by  the  testator. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  fiind  is 
to  be  distributed  per  stirpes  or  per  capita. 
I  think  that  they  are  entitled  per  stirpes. 
The  word  '^representatives"  almost  enforces 
that  interpretation. 

The  last  question  is,  as  to  the  period  at 
which  the  particular  persons  who  are  to 
take  are  to  be  ascertained ;  whether  at  the 
death  of  the  testator,  or  at  the  time  of 
distribution.  This  is  the  most  doubtful 
question  in  the  will,  but  my  present  impres- 
sion is,  that  there  is  sufficient  in  the  will  to 
shew,  that  the  testator  meant  those  persons 
to  take  who  were  the  next-of-kin  when  the 
fund  became  distributable.  The  word  "  then" 
is  not  conclusive,  but  it  is  not  to  be  dis- 
regarded. Should  I  change  my  mind,  I  wfll 
mention  the  case  again. 

The  case  was  not  mentioned  again. 
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L.C. 

1842. 

Nov.  24 ; 

Dec.  5,  6,  7.  ^  ""^"^^^  ""'  latham. 

1844. 

Jan.  29. 

Tithes — Pleading  a  Modus — Statute  3  ^ 
4  Will,  4.  c.  42. —  Evidence — Interested 
Witness. 

An  answer  to  a  hill  for  tithes  set  up  a 
modus,  which  the  answer  averred  had  been 
paid  to  the  impropriate  rector^  or  other  owner 
for  the  time  being  of  the  tithes : — Held,  that 
the  insertion  of  the  words  "  or  other  owner,*^ 
did  not  vitiate  the  defence  for  uncertainty. 

The  statute  of  S  ^  4  WUl.  4.  c.  42.  does 
not  apply  to  courts  of  equity,  so  as  to  render 
an  interested  party  a  competent  witness ;  and 
therefore  a  person  is  not  a  competent  witness 
to  support  a  modus,  if  he  is  interested  in 
land  which  would  be  relieved  from  tithe  in 
case  the  modus  is  established. 

The  plaintiff  was  the  perpetual  curate  of 
Bariaston,  in  Staffordshire,  and  this  suit  was 
instituted  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  his 
claim  to  tithes  of  agistment,  hay,  milk,  and 
calves. 

The  defendants  disputed  the  title  of  the 
plaintiff,  alleging,  that  the  tithes  belonged 
to  the  impropriate  rector;  and  they  also 
insisted  that  with  regard  to  the  tithe  of 
hay,  two  pieces  of  land,  called  Priest's 
Meadow  and  Dustilow  Dole,  had  been 
given  in  lieu  of  these  tithes  from  distinct 
parts  of  the  parish ;  and  they  set  up  moduses 
in  lieu  of  the  other  tithes  claimed  by  the 
bill.  The  answer  averred,  that  the  two 
pieces  of  land,  called  Priest's  Meadow  and 
Dustilow  Dole,  were  enjoyed  by,  and  that 
the  moduses  were  paid  to  the  impropriate 
rector  of  the  said  parish,  or  other  owner  for 
the  time  being,  of  the  tithes,  &c. 

One  of  the  witnesses  was  a  Mr.  Aston, 
who  was  the  owner  of  land  in  that  part  of 
the  parish  which  the  defendants  insisted  was 
exempted  from  payment  of  tithe  of  hay,  in 
consequence  of  the  appropriation  of  Priest's 
Meadow  in  lieu  thereof. 

The  case  was  heard  before  the  Vice  Chati* 
ccUoT  Knight  Bruce,  in  January  1842,  when 
his  Honour  directed  issues  to  try  the  moduses. 

Both  parties  appealed  from  His  Honour's 
judgment. 


Mr.  Spence  and  Mr,  Eagle  appeared  for 
the  plaintiff;  and— « 

Mr.  Boieler,  Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr. 
Lowndes,  for  the  defendants. 

Travis  v.  Oxton,  Gwil.  1066. 

The  case  de  Modo  Decimandi,  13  Rep.  57* 

Carte  v.  BaU,  3  Atk.  496,  were  cited. 

Jan.  29,  1844. — The  Lord  Chancellor 
affirmed  the  decision  of  the  Vice  Chancellor 
on  all  points,  and  in  the  course  of  his  judg- 
ment made  the  following  observations : — 
Before  I  proceed  to  enter  into  a  detail  of 
the  evidence,  I  will  advert  to  an  objection 
made  in  point  of  law,  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  this  modus  is  laid.  It  is  said  to  be 
laid  in  the  alternative ;  and,  therefore,  that 
it  is  badly  laid.  It  will  not  do  to  say,  that  a 
sum  of  money  payable  in  the  alternative  to 
the  vicar  or  curate,  or  to  a  rector  or  vicar,  is 
a  good  modus,  and  for  this  obvious  reason : — 
the  payment  to  the  vicar  cannot  be  a  satis- 
faction for  the  payment  of  tithes  due  to  the 
rector,  and  vice  versa.  That  is  the  principle, 
I  believe,  on  which  the  decisions  have  taken 
place ;  but  it  has  always  been  considered, 
and  must  be  considered  sufficient  to  allege 
that  a  modus  payable  to  the  person  entitled 
to  the  tithes  for  the  time  being,  is  a  good 
modus.  That  has  never  been  disputed*  It 
is  distinctly  stated  in  Mr.  Eagle's  book, 
who  argued  the  case  on  the  other  side> 
that  it  is  sufficient  to  state  a  modus  gene- 
rally, without  saying  to  whom  it  is  pay- 
able, because  it  will  be  presumed  to  be 
payable  to  the  person  entitled  to  the  tithes 
for  the  time  being,  and  he  cites  the  case  of 
Busk  V.  Lewis (\)  for  that  opinion  ;  but  it 
is  not  necessary  to  go  so  far  as  that.  It  is 
sufficient  to  say,  that  it  is  good  to  lay  the 
modus  as  payable  to  the  person  entitled  to 
the  tithes  for  the  time  being.  There  can  be 
BO  objection  to  that  in  principle,  and  several 
cases  were  cited  at  the  bar,  amongst  others 
the  case  of  Orde  v.  Clavering  (2),  in  confir- 
mation of  the  principle  I  have  stated.  That 
was  an  issue  directed  by  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer :  the  terms  of  the  issue  were  as  I 
have  stated,  whether  a  certain  payment  to  the 
party  entitled  to  the  tithes  for  the  time  being 
did  or  did  not  exist.  That  is  a  decided  autho* 


(1)  Jac.  363. 

(2)  2  Wood's  Decrees,  294. 
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rity,  therefore,  that  it  would  be  sufficient  to 
say,  that  the  modus  is  payable  to  the  party 
entitled  to  the  tithes  for  the  time  being;  if  so, 
certainly  it  cannot  be  wrong  to  say,  that  it 
is  payable  to  the  impropriate  rector,  or  other 
person  entitled  to  the  tithes  for  the  time 
being,  for  that  is  precisely  the  same  thing. 
I  apprehend,  therefore,  that  there  is  no  found- 
ation for  this  objection.  It  was  argued  with 
perseverance  at  the  bar,  but  I  tlunk  it  is 
perfectly  clear  that  it  cannot  be  sustained. 

A  question  arose  in  the  course  of  discus- 
sion, which  it  is  material  I  should  advert 
to,  because  it  is  a  general  question.  It 
applies  not  only  to  this  case,  but  every 
other.  The  question  is  this — ^and  it  will 
be  an  important  question  on  the  trial — is 
John  Aston  a  competent  witness?  John 
Aston  is  an  owner  of  property  in  the  parish, 
and  therefore  interested  in  establishing  the 
modus.  I  conceive  he  could  not  be  a  wit- 
ness, if  it  were  not  for  the  statute  of  the 
3&4Wl11.4.c.  42.  I  do  not  think  it  was  very 
strenuously  contended,  that  he  would  be  a 
witness  without  the  aid  of  that  statute ;  but 
I  am  of  opinion,  that  that  statute  does  not 
at  all  apply  to  any  proceedings  in  a  court 
of  equity.  I  have  read  over  and  considered 
the  clause,  and  I  think  it  lias  no  application 
whatever.  The  terms  are  so  precise  and 
distinct  as  applicable  to  courts  of  law,  and 
courts  of  law  only,  that  I  have  come  to  that 
conclusion.  The  Vice  Chancellor  of  Eng- 
land came  to  a  different  conclusion  in  the 
case  of  Wheat  v.  Graham  (3).  lie  said  he 
was  of  opinion,  that  it  did  apply  to  courts 
of  equity,  and  he  would  stretch  the  words 
for  that  purpose;  but  afterwards,  in  the 
case  of  Hall  v.  Ellis  (4),  he  came  to  a  dif- 
ferent conclusion,  with  respect  to  the  ob- 
ject and  intention  of  the  statute;  not, 
indeed,  with  respect  to  the  admissibility 
of  the  witness  as  to  evidence,  but  upon  an* 
other  point;  and  stated,  that  in  his  opinion, 
no  part  of  the  act  of  parliament  applied  to 
proceedings  in  courts  of  equity,  with  the 
exception  of  the  second  section,  and  one  or 
two  other  sections  which  he  names,  not 
noticing  the  section  that  relates  to  the 
subject  of  evidence.  Therefore  I  consider 
the  subsequent  judgment  of  the  Vice  Chan- 
cellor is  at  variltnce,  and  conflicts  with,  his 

(8)  7  Sim.  62. 

(4)  9  Ibid.  dSO ;  s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chano. 
169. 


former  opinion  :  at  all  events,  it  neutralizes 
that  former  opinion. 

But  this  question  came  before  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  in  the  case  of  Barnes  v.  Stuart  (5), 
and  Mr.  Baron  Alderson  was  at  that  time 
sitting.  Though  he  appeared  to  think  there 
was  some  doubt  on  the  subject,  yet  the 
inclination  of  his  mind  tended  strongly,  as 
I  infer  from  his  judgment  and  his  language, 
to  the  conclusion,  that  the  act  of  parliament 
did  not  apply  to  proceedings  in  a  court  of 
equity.  However,  afterwards  the  case  came 
before  him,  sitting  on  the  trial  of  a  modus 
(6),  a  question  similar  to  the  present,  and 
the  question  was,  whether  an  occupier  or  an 
owner  could  be  admitted  as  a  witness  to 
prove  the  modus ;  and  he  was  decidedly  of 
opinion  that  he  could  not,  that  the  act  of 
parliament  did  not  apply.  However,  he  did 
not  rely  on  his  own  judgment  and  his  own 
opinion  only  ;  but,  according  to  the  report, 
he  consulted  the  other  Judges  of  the  Court, 
and  they  were  all  of  opinion,  that  the  act 
of  parliament  did  not  apply  to  any  pro- 
ceedings in  a  court  of  equity. 

I  take  that  as  a  sound  opinion  on  this 
point,  and  on  that  authority  and  on  my  own 
opinion  on  the  construction  of  the  act,  I 
think  that  Mr.  Aston  was  not  a  competent 
witness.  Therefore,  if  he  was  not  a  com- 
petent witness  for  the  purpose  of  proving  a 
modus  as  to  milk  and  calves,  I  think  he 
was  not  a  competent  witness  to  prove  that 
part  of  the  case  which  relates  to  Priest^s 
meadow,  because  Priest's  meadow  is  a  satis- 
faction in  lieu  of  tithes  for  the  district.  He 
was  the  owner  of  part  of  the  land  in  that 
district ;  and  I  think,  therefore,  that  stands 
on  the  same  footing  as  a  parochial  modus* 
But  I  think  he  is  a  competent  witness  to 
prove  the  modus,  as  far  as  relates  to  Dua- 
tilow  Dole,  because  he  has  no  interest  what- 
ever in  that ;  and  I  think  it  was  admitted, 
in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  he  was 
a  competent  witness  for  that  purpose. 

I  have  only  spoken  hitherto  of  Aston  as 
a  witness  in  tiie  cause  up  to  this  point.  The 
learned  Judge  who  tries  the  issues  will 
exercise  his  own  judgment  as  to  whether  or 
not,  on  the  feigned  issue  directed  by  this 
court,  the  witness  is  admissible.  If  the 
legislature  has  thought  that  the  law  ought 

(5)  1  You.  &  Col.  1 19  ;  8.  c.  4  Law  J.  R«p.  (n.s.) 
£zch.  £<].  25. 

(6)  1  Moo.  &  Rob.  472. 
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to  be  altered  in  this  respect,  and  that  the 
true  policy  and  proper  course  to  be  pursued 
in  the  administration  of  justice  is,  that  the 
observations  should  go  to  the  credit  rather 
than  the  competency  of  the  witness,  and  if 
I  had  any  discretion  to  exercise,  I  certainly 
should  exercise  that  discretion  in  corre- 
spondence with  the  view  of  the  legislature. 
The  issue  shall  be  tried  at  the  next 
Summer  Assizes. 


M.R. 

1843. 
Dec.  21. 

1844. 
Feb.  19. 


In  the  matter  of  henry  lees, 

A  SOLICITOR. 


Solicitor  and  Client — Bill  of  Costs  — 
Taxation— Stat.  6^7  Vict.  c.  1Z—Mort^ 
gagee. 

A.  mortgaged  to  B.  an  estate^  with  power 
of  sale  in  default  of  payment.  The  estate 
was  sold  by  B*  under  the  power^  and  L. 
was  the  solicitor  employed  by  B.  in  eom^ 
j^eting  the  sale.  The  whole  of  the  business 
was  transacted^  and  L.*s  bill  of  costs  actually 
paid  out  of  the  pwrchase^money  before  the 
sua.  6^7  Viet.  e.  73.  came  into  operation : 
— Held,  on  the  application  of  A,  that  the  bill 
of  costs  was  not  taxable. 

The  payment  of  a  taxable  bUl  delivered 
brfore  the  act  6  ^  7  Viet.  c.  73.  came  into 
operation,  wiU  not  preclude  taxation  under 
Aat  act,  upon  a  proper  appUeation  being 
made  in  due  time. 

In  the  year  1841,  the  petitioner,  Samuel 
Ratcliffe,  executed  a  mortgage  in  fee  of  cer* 
tain  lands  to  John  Bullman,  containing  a 
power  of  sale  in  case  of  de&ult  in  payment 
of  principal  and  interest  monies  on  a  parti- 
cular  day.  Henry  Lees  was  the  solicitor 
of  Bullman,  and  prepared  the  mortgage 
security  for  him.  On  the  1 5th  of  June  1 843 , 
the  mortgaged  premises  were  sold  by  public 
auction,  under  the  power  of  sale,  for  9201., 
and  the  purchaaer  was  to  have  possession  on 
tile  5th  of  July  following.  After  the  sale  a 
distress  was  made  on  the  premises  in  respect 
of  rent  in  anear,  due  to  Bullman,  to  whom 
the  petitioner  had  previously  attorned  as 
tenant.  A  writ  of  summons  was  issued  on 
the  23rd  of  June  1843,  by  Lees,  at  the  suit 
of  Bullman,  for  recovery  of  the  principal  and 


interest  monies  then  due,  and  costs.  Shortly 
afterwards  Lees  prepared,  and  the  petitioner 
signed  a  warrant  of  attorney  in  an  action  of 
ejectment  to  confess  judgment.  On  the  ap- 
plication of  the  petitioner  to  Bullman,  on  the 
12th  of  August  1 843,  he  received  an  account 
of  Bullman's  receipts  and  payments  under 
his  mortgage,  wherein  he  had  taken  credit 
for  92/.  11«.  9d.y  the  amount  of  Lees*  bill 
for  the  sale,  and  other  proceedings  on  be- 
half of  Bullman,  by  which  account  it  was 
made  to  appear  that  the  petitioner  was  a 
debtor  to  Bullman  in  the  sum  of  82.  10«.  1^. 
Afterwards  a  more  particular  account  was 
sent  by  Lees  to  the  petitioner,  of  his  bill  of 
costs,  and  of  Bullman's  receipts  and  pay- 
ments, from  which  it  appeared  by  a  receipt 
attached,  that  Lees'  bill  of  costs  had  been 
paid  by  Bullman  on  the  26th  of  July  1843. 

From  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  peti- 
tion, it  appeared,  that  improper  and  objec- 
tionable charges  were  inserted  in  the  bill  of 
costs ;  but  the  bill  contained  no  charges  in 
respect  of  the  business  done  by  Lees  relative 
to  the  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judg- 
ment in  ejectment,  which  was  executed  by 
the  petitioner,  nor  for  the  writ  of  summons 
or  any  other  proceedings,  either  at  law  or  in 
equity,  and  therefore  was  not  a  taxable  bill 
unless  made  so  by  the  statute  of  6  &  7  Vict, 
c.  73.  The  petition  prayed  in  the  usual 
way  the  taxation  of  the  bill,  and  the  pay- 
ment by  Lees  of  the  costs  incidental  to  such 
taxation. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh,  in  support  of  the 
petition. — ^The  only  ground  on  which  it  can 
be  contended  by  die  respondent  that  this 
bill  is  not  taxable  is,  that  the  business  was 
transacted  before  the  statute  6  &  7  Vict, 
c.  73.  came  into  operation.  By  the  fi&ir 
construction  of  the  41st  section  of  that 
statute,  the  petitioner  is  entitled  to  have  the 
bill,  which  has  never  been  delivered  to  him, 
but  only  to  Bullman  the  mortgagee,  taxed ; 
the  question  not  being,  whether  tiie  business 
was  transacted  before  die  statute  passed,  but 
whether  taxation  of  the  bill  is  to  take  place 
under  the  statute :  the  former  statute,  which 
directed  taxation,  having  been  repeaJed  by 
the  late  one.  Supposing  part  of  the  business 
was  transacted  before,  and  part  after  the 
act  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73.  came  into  operation, 
it  could  not  be  said  that  a  party,  by  exclud- 
ing the  taxable  items,  shall  prevent  the  Court 
directing  the  bill  to  be  taxed.     The  bill  in 
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question  is  only  92Z.,  but  it  might  have  been 
a  very  much  larger  sum,  say  900/. ;  then  I  find 
the  respondent  insisting,  that  if  the  bill  should 
be  directed  by  the  Court  to  be  taxed,  he 
ought  to  be  allowed  to  add  to  the  bill  the 
charges  in  respect  of  the  preparation  of  the 
warrant  of  attorney,  which  had  been  omitted, 
and  issuing  the  writ  of  summons,  and  which 
are,  in  reality,  part  of  the  same  transaction. 
Suppose  the  draft  of  a  deed  prepared  be- 
fore the  act  came  into  operation,  and  the 
settlement  and  execution  of  that  deed  took 
place  afterwards :  in  the  present  case,  the 
preparation  of  the  power  of  attorney  to  con- 
fess judgment,  and  issuing  the  writ  of  sum- 
mons, are  matters  which  will  draw  after  them 
the  right  to  a  taxation  of  the  bill. 

Mr,  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Bagshawe^  contrtl, 
contended,  that  notwithstanding  the  parti- 
cular circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  ob- 
servation made  against  Lees  with  reference 
to  many  of  the  charges  contained  in  the  bill 
of  costs,  it  was  not  made  liable  to  taxation 
by  the  act  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  inasmuch  as 
the  whole  transaction  occurred  before  the 
passing  of  that  act,  and  the  bill  in  its  nature 
was  not  a  taxable  bill,  as  the  law  stood  before 
the  act  came  into  operation,  there  being  no 
charges  contained  therein  for  any  proceed- 
ings taken  either  in  courts  of  law  or  equity. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  ob- 
serving that  the  question  was  entirely  one  of 
jurisdiction,  reserved  his  judgment. 

Feb.  19. — ^The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 
on  this  day,  delivered  judgment,  as  foUows : 
*— This  is  a  petition  presented  by  a  mortgagor, 
and  it  prays  for  the  taxation  of  a  bill  of  costs, 
delivered  to  the  mortgagee  by  his  solicitor, 
for  business  done  in  relation  to  the  mortgage, 
and  to  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  estate.  IHie 
relation  of  solicitor  and  client  subsisted  be- 
tween the  mortgagee  and  the  solicitor,  whose 
bill  it  is  desired  to  tax,  and  a  bill  being  pay- 
able by  the  mortgagor,  or  out  of  the  mort- 
gaged estate,  this  is  one  of  those  cases  in 
which  the  bill  is  made  taxable  under  the  late 
statute  (6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73),  although  no  part 
of  the  business  contained  in  it  may  have 
been  transacted  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity* 
But  three  objections  are  stated :  first,  that 
the  whole  of  the  business  was  done  before 
the  statute  came  into  operation ;  secondly, 
that  the  bill  was  actually  paid  by  the  mort* 


gagee  before  the  statute  came  into  operation  x 
and,  thirdly,  that  the  bill,  even  if  it  were  tax« 
able  before  payment,  cannot  after  payment 
be  taxed  without  special  circnmstances,  which, 
in  the  present  case,  it  is  alleged,  do  not  exist. 
Upon  the  last  point,  I  expressed  my  opinion 
upon  the  hearing  of  the  petition,  and  a  subse* 
quent  perusal  of  the  afiidavits  has  strongly 
confirmed  the  view  I  then  took  of  the  case, 
viz.  that  the  special  circumstances  are  such 
as  to  render  the  taxation  proper,  if  the  bill 
were  taxable,  notwithstanding  that  the  busi- 
ness charged  for  was  done,  and  the  amonnt 
paid  before  the  statute  came  into  operation. 
I  have  therefore  now  to  consider  only  the 
first  two  points.  I  entirely  concur  in  the 
opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Patteson  (1),  who  has 
held,  that  the  statute  applies  to  matters  which 
occurred  before  it  passed,  although  the  bill 
had  been  delivered  before  that  time.  This 
opinion  has  reference,  however,  to  biUs  which 
were  taxable,  as  the  law  existed  before  the 
act  was  passed ;  and  if  there  had  been  no 
payment,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  act 
would  have  been  equally  applicable  to  bills 
which  were  for  the  first  time  made  taxable 
by  the  statute.  In  this  case,  if  there  had 
been  no  payment,  the  solicitor  might  have 
been  put  to  his  action,  or  to  his  right  of 
enforcing  a  lien,  and  the  mortgagee  would 
have  had  a  right  to  resist  the  demand,  and 
to  shew  in  a  legal  manner  its  exorbitancy 
by  legal  means,  and  this  act  coming  into 
operation  would  have  enabled  him  to  ascer- 
tain the  just  amount  by  taxation ;  and  I 
think,  that  the  mortgagor  would,  under  the 
act,  have  the  same  right.  I  am  of  opinion, 
therefore,  that  it  is  not  a  sufficient  or  sub- 
stantial objection  to  the  taxation  of  the  bill, 
that  the  business  was  transacted  before  the 
act  came  into  operation.  I  am  further  dis- 
posed to  think,  that  the  payment  of  a  pre- 
viously taxable  bill,  before  the  act  came  into 
operation,  would  not  have  precluded  taxa- 
tion under  the  act  upon  a  proper  application 
made  in  due  time,  because,  as  the  law  stood 
previously  to  the  passing  of  the  act,  a  taxa- 
tion might  have  been  had  in  a  proper  case 
after  payment,  and  the  solicitor  might  have 
received  payment,  knowing  the  taxation 
which  might  have  been  had ;  but  by  the  pay- 
ment of  the  bill,  which  was  not  taxable,  the 
demand  of  the  solicitor  was  satisfied,  and  as 

(1)  Binnso.  Hey,  18  Law  .J  Rep.  (n.8.)  Q.B.  28« 
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the  law  then  stood,  he  could  not;  after  pay* 
ment,  obtaia  aa  order  for  taxation ;  there 
was  an  end  of  the  solicitor's  claim,  and  of 
the  client's  right  or  power  to  recover  an  over- 
payment by  taxation.  After  some  doubt,  it 
appears  to  me,  that  the  act  does  not  apply  to 
a  case  in  which  a  bill  not  previously  taxable, 
was  paid  before  the  act  was  passed.  It  was 
argued,  that  there  was  not  sufl^cient  proof 
that  the  bill  was,  in  fact,  paid  at  the  time  it 
was  alleged  by  the  evidence  to  have  been 
paid.  I  think,  upon  this  petition,  I  must 
consider  the  bill  as  paid  at  the  time  alleged. 
I  am  therefore  under  the  necessity  of  dis- 
misaing  this  petition ;  but  having  regard  to 
the  nature  of  the  transaction  complained  of, 
and  the  conduct  of  the  respondent,  it  must 
be  dismissed,  without  costs. 


K.  BaucE 
Jan.  29 


£,V.C.\ 
,30.    / 


RAVEKSCROFT  V,  PRI8BY. 


Legacy — Payment — Presumption, 

Legacies  bequeathed  by  the  mil  </  a  tes" 
taior,  who  died  in  1789,  and  not  claimed 
until  after  1836,  held  (under  the  circum^ 
stances  J  to  be  payable, 

A  testatoTf  by  his  will^  bequeathed  various 
pecuniary  legacies^  and  charged  all  his  real 
and  personal  estate  with  their  payment;  and, 
subject  thereto,  devised  his  real  and  personal 
estate  to  the  persons  therein  named.  The  tes- 
tator died  in  1789.  From  1789  until  1816,  the 
of  airs  qfihe  testator  were  in  a  state  of  great 
embarrassment^  and  mortgagees  and  incum- 
brancers were  in  possession  of  all  his  real 
estate*  By  a  deed,  dated  in  1816,  the  de- 
visees conveyed  all  their  interests  in  the  real 
estate  to  trustees,  on  trust  to  sell,  and  to 
epply  the  purchase-money  in  the  payment  of 
certain  specific  sums;  and  then,  on  the  pay- 
ment of  all  other  the  lawful  charges  and 
incumbrances  upon  the  estates  and  property, 
to  he  sold  according  to  their  order  and  priority ; 
and  then  to  give  the  residue  to  the  devisees. 
In  1830  the  trustees  had  paid  off  all  the 
debts  of  the  testator,  and  a  surplus  was  left 
in  their  hands : — Held,  first,  that  the  pre- 
sumption of  payment  of  the  legacies  between 
1789  and  1816  was  rebutted  by  the  circum- 
stances; secondly,  that  the  legacies  came 
under  the  term  "  lawful  charges  and  incum- 
brances,'* in  the  deed  of  1816;  and,  thirdly, 
Nbw  Series,  XIII — Cuanc. 


that  there  was  no  presumption  of  payment  of 
legacies  between  1816  and  1830. 

Governor  Morris,  by  his  will,  dated  in 

1788,  gave  numerous  pecuniary  legacies, 
and  ordered  and  directed  that  all  his  legacies 
and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  should 
be  first  paid  and  satisfied ;  and  he  subjected 
and  charged  all  his  estates,  real  and  per- 
sonal, with  the  payment  of  the  same.  Sub- 
ject as  aforesaid,  he  gave  all  his  real  estates, 
as  to  a  moiety  thereof,  to  V.  H.  Wilmot  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  the  plaintiff,  Charles 
Ravenscroft  and  Sarah  his  wife,  for  their 
lives,  with  remainder  to  V.  J.  Ravenscroft, 
their  son,  in  fee,  in  case  he  should  leave 
children,  with  a  limitation,  in  case  he  died 
¥dthout  children,  under  which  Louisa  Ashley, 
the  other  plaintiff,  became  entitled  in  fee ; 
and  as  to  the  other  moiety,  to  Charles 
Ravenscroft  and  Sarah  his  wife,  for  their 
lives,  with  remainder  to  such  uses  as  Sarah 
Ravenscroft  should  appoint.  All  the  residue 
and  remainder  of  his  real  and  personal  estate 
he  devised  to  the  plaintiff,  Charles  Ravens- 
croft, absolutely.  By  a  codicil,  the  testator 
directed  that  5002.  should  be  paid  to  Charles 
Ravenscroft  and  Sarah  his  wife,  out  of  the 
moiety  of  his  real  estate  first  devised. 

The  testator  died  in  the  West  Indies  in 

1789,  and  his  will  was  proved  there  by  his 
executor.  At  the  time  of  his  death  he  was 
entitled  to  considerable  estates  in  the  West 
Indies. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  1st  of  April 
1816,  and  made  between  V.  H.  Wilmot,  of 
the  first  part ;  C.  Ravenscroft  and  Sarah 
his  wife,  and  V.  J.  Ravenscroft,  of  the 
second  part ;  and  the  assignees  of  one  Ball- 
mer, a  bankrupt,  of  the  third  part,  after 
reciting  that  the  testator  had  been  indebted 
to  Ballmer  in  a  large  sum  of  money,  and  had 
mortgaged  to  the  assignees  a  particular  estate 
in  the  West  Indies  as  a  security  for  the  same ; 
and  that  1, 6001,  was  then  due  to  the  assig- 
nees from  the  estate  of  the  testator;  and 
that  it  was  altogether  impracticable  to  re- 
cover this  sum  from  the  yeariy  proceeds  of 
the  mortgaged  estate ;  and  that  with  a  view 
to  have  all  the  property  of  the  testator  abso- 
lutely sold,  without  the  expense  and  delay 
of  litigation,  such  arrangement  as  therein- 
after mentioned  had  been  agreed  to,  it  was 
witnessed  that,  in  consideration  of  2,000^ 
to  be  paid  in  the  manner  therein  mentioned 
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by  the  assignees  to  V.  H*  Wilmot,  in  respect 
of  all  his  rights  and  interests  in  the  real 
estates  of  the  testator,  the  said  V .  H.  Wilmot 
agreed  to  sell  all  such  rights  and  interests 
to  the  assignees.  And  it  was  further  wit- 
nessed, that  in  consideration  of  800/.  to  be 
paid  in  the  manner  therein  mentioned  by 
the  assignees  to  C.  Ravenscroft  and  Sarah 
his  wife,  in  respect  of  the  legacy  of  500/.  by 
the  said  testator  so  given  to  them  as  afore- 
said, out  of  the  moiety  of  his  real  estates, 
and  also  in  consideration  of  the  benefits 
eventually  provided  for  the  parties  thereto 
of  the  second  part,  they,  the  said  parties 
thereto  of  the  second  part,  agreed  to  sell  to 
the  assignees  all  their  rights  and  interests 
whatsoever  in  the  real  and  personal  estates 
of  the  testator.  And  it  was  thereby  declared, 
that  the  assignees  should  convert  into  money 
all  the  property  so  sold  to  them,  and  after 
payment  of  the  costs  and  charges  attending 
the  trust,  the  said  debt  of  1,600/.,  and  the 
said  sums  of  2,000/.  and  800/.,  should  apply 
the  residue  in  payment  of  "all  other  the 
lawful  charges  and  incumbrances  upon  the 
estates  and  property  so  to  be  sold^  according  to 
their  order  and  lawful  priority"  and  should 
pay  over  the  residue  then  left  to  the  parties 
of  the  second  part,  according  to  their  respec- 
tive rights. 

The  executor  of  the  testator  being  then 
dead,  administration  was  taken  out  to  his 
estate  by  the  assignees  soon  after  the  date 
of  the  deed. 

Large  sums  were  received  and  applied  by 
the  assignees  in  pursuance  of  the  trusts  of 
this  deed,  and  at  length  all  the  testator's 
debts  were  paid  off  by  them,  and  some  money 
and  unsold  property  were  left  in  their  hands. 

Sarah  Ravenscroft  died  without  having 
dealt  with  the  property  in  any  other  way 
than  as  before  mentioned ;  and  V.  J,  Ra^ 
venscroft  died  without  leaving  any  chil- 
dren. 

The  biU  was  filed  in  1830,  by  Charles 
Ravenscroft  and  Louisa  Ashley,  who,  in  the 
events  that  had  happened,  claimed  to  be 
entitled  to  the  surplus  property,  against  the 
assignees,  and  prayed  for  the  accounts  of 
the  property  conveyed  under  the  deed  of 
1816,  and  of  the  monies  received  and  ap- 
plied by  the  assignees  under  the  trust  deed, 
and  that  the  surplus  monies  might  be  paid, 
and  the  unsold  property  conveyed  to  the 
plaintiffs. 


By  a  decree  made  in  the  causey  in  1836, 
it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  make  the 
inquiries  prayed  for  by  the  bill,  and  to  take 
an  account  of  the  legacies  of  the  testator. 

Three  of  the  legatees  claimed  these  l^a- 
cies  in  the  Master's  office.  The  evidence 
before  the  Master  relied  on  by  them  as  re- 
butting the  presumption,  arising  from  length 
of  time,  that  they  had  been  paid,  was  as  fol- 
lows : — The  deed  of  1 8 1 6.  A  very  longreport 
of  the  Master,  on  the  debts  due  from  the 
testator,  from  which  it  appeared,  that  all  his 
real  estates  had  been  deeply  mortgaged  and 
incumbered  by  him,  and  had  been  in  the 
possession  of  the  several  mortgagees  and 
incumbrancers  from  his  death  until  they 
had  been  paid  off;  that  the  testator  had  also 
been  largely  indebted  to  judgment  creditors 
and  others,  and  that,  from  1816  until  shortly 
before  the  filing  of  tjie  bill,  the  assignees  had 
gradually  paid  off  the  testator's  debts,  and 
settled  all  the  claims  against  his  estate. 
Several  letters  from  the  testator's  men  of 
business  and  relations  in  the  West  Indies, 
to  his  relations  in  this  country,  extending 
over  a  period  of  six  or  seven  years  after  his 
death,  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  tes- 
tator's affairs  had  been  left  in  a  state  of  the 
greatest  complication  and  embaxrassment, 
and  that,  whatever  personal  property  may 
have  come  to  the  hands  of  his  executor  in 
the  West  Indies,  was  probably  absorbed  by 
the  testator's  debts. 

The  Master,  by  his  report,  dated  De- 
cember 1843,  found  that  more  than  forty 
years  having  elapsed  between  the  death  of  the 
testator  and  the  filing  of  the  bill,  the  legacies 
must  be  presumed  to  have  been  satisfied, 
and  that  nothing  was  then  payable  to  the 
aforesaid  legatees,  out  of  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  of  the  testator. 

To  this  report  exceptions  were  taken  by 
the  three  legatees. 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  Shadwell,  for  the 
exceptions,  contended,  that  under  the  cir- 
cumstances mentioned  in  the  statement  of 
the  case,  all  presumption  of  payment  of  the 
legacies  was  excluded. 

Mr,  Wigram^  Mr,  Lee,  and  Mr.  HaU^ 
for  the  report,  contended,  that  from  the 
length  of  time  which  had  elapsed,  a  presump- 
tion of  payment  arose,  and  that  at  any  rate 
under  the  3  &  4  Will,  4.  c.  27.  s.  40,  the 
legatees  were  barred.     They  cited — 
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Stemdale  r,  Hankinson,  1  Sim.  898. 
Lord  St.  John  ▼.  Boughton^  9  Sim.  219; 
8.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  208. 
Freetnan  v.  Moyes^  1  Ad.  &  £1.  839. 

Mr.  Younge,  for  the  assignees. 

Knight  Bbuce,  V.C. — This  is  a  suit 
institated  to  carry  out  the  trusts  of  a  deed, 
dated  in  April  1816.  The  trusts  of  this 
deed  are,  that  the  monies  received  under  it 
should  be  applied,  after  certain  charges  and 
payments  therein  mentioned,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  all  other  the  lawful  charges  and 
incumbrances  upon  the  estates  and  property 
to  be  sold  according  to  their  order  and 
kwful  priority ;"  and  to  pay  over  the  residue 
to  the  parties  of  the  second  part,  according 
to  their  respective  rights.  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  the  legacies  come  within  the  term,  '*  law- 
ful charges  and  incumbrances.''  Still  such 
a  time  may  have  elapsed,  such  a  state  of  dr- 
cumstances  may  have  existed,  as  that,  at  that 
time,  there  were  no  legacies  to  pay,  in  which 
case  they  would  of  course  be  excluded  from 
the  term  "  charges  and  incumbrances. ' '  The 
first  question,  therefore,  which  arises  is,  is 
there  ground  for  coming  to  a  conclusion,  or 
for  a  presumption  that  the  legacies  at  this 
period  were  satisfied?  The  testator  died  in 
1789,  in  great  embarrassment.  There 
was  a  great  doubt  whether  his  debts  would 
ever  be  fully  paid,  and  mortgagees  and 
incumbrancers  were  in  possession  of  all  his 
real  estates,  and  their  rights  had  of  course 
priority  over  all  persons  interested  in  the 
equity  of  redemption.  Now,  looking  to  the 
state  of  things  which  existed  at  the  death  of 
the  testator,  and  from  his  death  to  the  date 
of  the  deed  of  1816,  and  not  forgetting  the 
contents  of  that  deed,  I  think  it  is  contrary 
to  all  probability,  to  all  reasonable  belief, 
that  the  legacies  had  then  been  paid,  and 
that  it  would  have  been  a  miscarriage  in 
Judge  or  jury,  to  presume  their  payment 
at  this  time  from  the  mere  lapse  of  time. 
The  presumption,  in  £eu^t  and  in  law,  is,  that 
up  to  April  1816,  these  legacies  had  not 
been  paid.  In  April  1816,  there  was  no 
bar  by  statute.  Generally  speaking,  the 
lapse  of  time  affords  a  ground  for  presump- 
tion of  payment,  but  this  presumption  is 
liable  to  be  rebutted  by  circumstances,  and, 
in  my  opinion,  has  been  so  rebutted  by  the 
circumstances  of  this  case. 


It  appears,  then,  that  in  law  and  in 
fact,  the  legacies  were  due  in  1816,  and 
that  their  payment  was  provided  for  by 
the  trust  deed,  the  trusts  of  which  have 
been  decreed  to  be  executed  by  this  Court. 
I  give  no  opinion  on  the  statute ;  for, 
considering  die  nature  of  the  suit,  and 
the  time  it  was  instituted,  I  think  the  sta- 
tute does  not  apply.  I  think,  that,  con- 
sidering the  state  of  circumstances  in  1816, 
and  from  that  period  to  the  present,  there 
is  no  probability  or  presumption  that  the 
legacies  have  been  paid  since  1816.  Having 
regard  to  the  deed  of  18-16,  and  all  the  facts 
of  the  case,  and  the  evidence  adduced,  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  there  is  nothing  to  warrant 
the  presumption  of  the  payment  or  satisfiac- 
tion  of  the  legacies. 

The  Master  must  review  his  report,  with- 
out prejudice  to  the  introduction  of  any 
fresh  evidence,  shewing  or  tending  to  shew 
that  the  legacies  have  been  paid. 


M.R. 

1848. 
Dec.  29.    )■  ALLEN  V,  ALDRiDOE,  in  re  ward. 

1844. 
Feb.  19. 

Solicitor— Stat.  6^1  Vict.  c.  73— Con- 
struction'^  Taxation — Steward  of  Manor. 

The  hiU  offeea  and  charges  of  a  steward 
of  a  manor i  who  is  a  solicitor^  but  is  employ^ 
ed  onfy  for  the  purpose  for  preparing  a 
surrender,  admittance,  ^c.  of  a  purchaser  to 
lands  holden  of  the  manor  in  his  character 
of  steward,  is  not  taxable  under  the  Act 
6^7  Vict.  c.  73. 

The  act  does  not  confer  the  right  to  tax 
every  bill  of  a  solicitor,  for  all  kinds  of  em- 
ployment  in  which  he  mag  at  any  time  be 
engaged. 

Although  a  billmay  be  directed  to  be  taxed, 
where  no  part  of  the  business  was  transacted 
in  any  court  of  law  or  equity,  still  such  bust' 
ness  must  be  connected  with  the  profession  of 
an  attorney  or  solicitor — business  in  which 
the  attorney  or  solicitor  was  employed  because 
he  was  such,  or  in  which  he  would  not  have 
been  employed  if  he  had  not  been  an  attorney 
or  solicitor. 

This  was  an  application  on  the  petition  of 
the  plaintiffs  and  defendants  in  the  cause,  for 
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taxation  of  the  bill  of  fees  and  charges  of  a 
person  named  Ward,  vrho  was  steward  of  the 
manor  of  Cookham,  and  also  a  solicitor 
practising  at  Maidenhead.  A  contract  hav- 
ing been  entered  into  for  the  sale  of  certain 
copyhold  hereditaments,  holden  of  the  manor 
of  Cookham,  a  special  court  was  held  on  the 
14th  of  July  1843,  to  take  the  necessary 
surrender  and  admissions  for  vesting  the 
copyholds  in  the  purchaser,  when  Mr.  Ward 
produced  his  bill  of  fees  for  the  business 
about  to  be  done,  amounting  to  742. 16s,  2d.f 
which,  after  strong  remonstrances  with  Mr. 
Ward,  on  the  part*  of  the  solicitors  of  the 
parties,  on  account  of  the  exorbitancy  of 
many  of  the  charges  therein  contained,  was 
paid,  Mr.  Ward  refusing  to  accept  a  smaller 
sum,  or  to  allow  the  business  to  be  transacted 
until  the  amount  of  his  bill  had  been  satis- 
fied. From  the  evidence  adduced  in  sup- 
port of  the  petition,  several  of  the  charges 
contained  in  the  steward's  bill  of  fees  ap- 
peared to  be  excessive  and  improper. 

By  the  37th  section  of  the  act,  6  &  7  Vict, 
c.  73,  it  is  provided,  that  no  attorney  or 
solicitor  shall  commence  or  maintain  any 
action  or  suit  for  the  recovery  of  any  fees, 
charges  or  disbursements  for  any  business 
done  by  such  attorney  or  solicitor,  until  the 
expiration  of  one  month  after  such  attorney 
or  solicitor  shall  have  delivered  to  the  party 
to  be  charged  therewith,  a  bill  of  such  fees, 
&c.,  and  that  upon  application  of  the  party 
chargeable  by  such  bill  within  such  month, 
the  Lord  Chancellor  or  Master  of  the  Rolls 
may  refer  such  bill,  and  the  demand  of  such 
attorney  or  solicitor,  to  the  proper  officer  to 
be  taxed,  in  case  the  business  shall  have 
been  transacted  in  the  High  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, or  in  any  other  court  of  equity,  or  in  any 
matter  of  bankruptcy  or  lunacy,  or  in  case 
no  part  of  such  business  shall  have  been 
transacted  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity. 

Mr,  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr,  Siinton, 
in  support  of  the  petition. — The  37th  sec- 
tion contains  very  comprehensive  words. 
The  act  does  not  require  that  any  part  of 
the  business  shall  be  transacted  in  any  court 
of  law  or  equity ;  but  the  party  in  the  present 
case  acted  as  tiie  steward  of  the  manor,  and 
was  also  an  attorney  and  solicitor,  and  the 
fees  received  were  in  respect  of  law  business 
done  by  him.  The  present  is  not  the  case 
of  a  person  taking  out  his  annual  certificate 
as  a  conveyancer,  and  practising  as  such, 


not  being  a  solicitor.  In  Rawea  v.  Rawa  ( 1 ), 
the  steward  of  the  manor,  who  was  also  a 
solicitor,  was  ordered,  on  the  petition  of  the 
lord  of  the  manor,  to  deliver  up  the  court 
rolls  to  the  receiver  in  the  cause,  and  in 
recent  times  the  Courts  have  fineqnently 
exercised  summary  jurisdiction  over  solici- 
tors— Hughes  v.  Mayre(2), 

Mr,  Kindersletft  contra. — This  case  is  not 
within  the  act  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  for  Mr. 
Ward  may  clearly  receive  the  nuinorial  fees 
from  persons  not  employing  him  as  their 
solicitor  for  general  purposes,  but  merely  as 
the  steward  of  the  manor ;  and  it  u  a  mere 
accident  that  he  is  a  solicitor,  the  office  of 
steward  of  a  manor  being  sometimes  filled 
by  members  of  the  bar,  and  very  commonly 
by  persons  not  members  of  any  profession. 
The  late  act,  2  Geo.  2.  c.  23,  had  no  refer- 
ence to  transactions  except  where  the  rela- 
tion of  attorney  and  client  subsisted.  The 
object  of  that  act  was  to  have  a  respectable 
class  of  men  to  act  as  solicitors  and  attor- 
nies,  as  appears  from  the  2nd  section.  The 
37th  section  of  the  act,  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73, 
applies  to  bills,  where  the  party  chargeable 
applies  for  an  order  to  tax ;  the  39th  section 
gives  to  the  cestuis  que  trust  a  right  to  tax, 
but  in  these  cases  Uie  relation  of  solicitor 
and  client  must  first  be  shewn  to  subsist. 
According  to  the  arguments  on  the  other 
side,  the  proctors,  who  are  officers  of  the 
Ecclesiastical  Courts,  and  have  a  right  to 
charge  certain  fees,  are  liable  to  have  their 
bills  taxed  under  the  act  of  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73. 
The  same  observations  may  be  made  with 
reference  to  the  Lord  ChanceUor's  secretary, 
who  is  entitled  to  receive  certain  fees  for  lus 
own  use,  and  to  the  clerks  to  the  companies 
of  the  city  of  London,  the  business  transacted 
by  those  parties  having  reference  to  law.  The 
clerks  to  the  city  companies  are  indeed  very 
firequently  solicitors,  but  still  the  mere  acci- 
dent of  their  being  solicitors  would  aiSbrd  no 
right  to  refer  their  bills  to  the  taxing  Master 
for  taxation.  A  citizen  requiring  to  be 
admitted  to  his  fireedom,  might  just  as 
reasonably  say  he  will  tax  the  charges  made 
against  him  by  the  officer,  who  might  be  also 
a  solicitor,  on  the  ground  of  their  exorbi- 
tancy. It  is  dear  the  legislature  never 
intended  to  give  the  Court  jurisdiction  over 

(1)7  Sim.  624 ;  b.  o.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc. 
114. 
(2)  8  Term  Rep.  275. 
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Bach  cases  as  those  I  have  enumerated.  The 
fees  of  copyhold  manors,  payable  to  the 
stewards,  vary  exceedingly,  depending  on 
the  customs  existing  in  each  manor,  and 
cannot  properly  be  matters  for  adjudication 
by  a  taxing  Master,  who  would  thereby  be- 
come the  Judge  and  jury  to  determine  the 
customs  of  manors,  but  for  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  who  will  try  the  validity  of 
any  particular  custom  of  a  manor.  The 
cases  cited  on  the  other  side  have  no  appli* 
cation,  being  cases  between  the  lord  of  the 
manor  and  his  steward,  who  was  a  solicitor, 
and  had  possessed  himself  of  the  title-deeds, 
the  property  of  the  lord. 

ilf r.  Pemberton  Leigh,  in  reply. — In  a  case 
of  this  kind,  the  petitioners  could  obtain  no 
relief  in  the  Court  of  dueen's  Bench,  because 
they  have  paid,  in  order  to  obtain  the  ad- 
mittance of  the  purchaser  to  the  copyholds, 
the  bill  of  fees  voluntarily ;  and  an  indict- 
ment will  not  lie  against  the  steward  for 
extortion.  The  act  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73.  goes 
further  than  the  old  act  of  2  Geo.  2.  c.  23 ; 
for  it  says,  that  in  certain  cases  it  shall  not 
be  necessary  that  the  character  of  attomey 
and  client  shall  exist  between  the  parties, 
nor  that  the  business  tnmsacted  shall  have 
relation  to  proceedings  in  courts  of  law  or 
equity;  and  if  the  act  extends  (as  is  ad- 
mitted) to  transactions  relating  to  freehold 
property,  why  should  it  not  extend  to  copy- 
holds 7  The  simple  question  is,  is  this  law 
business  transacted  by  a  solicitor?  If  it  be, 
then  the  case  comes  within  the  act.  The 
steward  acts  as  well  on  behalf  of  the  copy- 
hold tenant  as  of  the  lord,  and  has  duties 
to  perform  towards  both,  the  tenant  having 
a  clear  interest  in  the  court  rolls  of  the 
manor.  It  is  important  to  know  what  are 
the  limits  to  which  the  act  is  to  be  restricted, 
if  it  do  not  give  jurisdiction  to  the  Court  in 
the  present  case. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating 
the  object  of  the  petition,  and  the  &cts,  and 
the  material  parts  of  the  37th  section  of  the 
act),  proceeded  as  follows : — The  question 
is,  whether  the  charges  of  the  steward  of 
the  manor,  who  happens  to  be  a  solicitor, 
but  was  not  employed  as  a  solicitor,  and 
who  acted  on  the  occasion  in  question  only 
as  steward  of  the  manor,  are  taxable  or 
not  under  the  act.  I  consider  they  are  not 
taxable.     The  act  does  not  authorize  the 


taxation  of  every  pecuniary  demand  or  bill 
which  may  be  made  or  delivered  by  a  person 
who  is  an  attorney  or  a  solicitor,  for  every 
species  of  employment  in  which  he  may 
happen  to  be  engaged.  The  business  may 
happen  to  be  business  of  which  no  portion 
was  transacted  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity ; 
but  it  must,  in  my  opinion,  be  business  con- 
nected with  the  profession  of  an  attorney  or 
solicitor,  t.  e.  business  in  which  the  attorney 
or  solicitor  was  employed  because  be  hap- 
pened to  be  such,  or  in  which  he  would  not 
have  been  employed  if  the  relation  of  at- 
torney or  solicitor  and  client  had  not  sub- 
sisted between  him  and  his  client.  It  may, 
on  some  occasions,  be  questionable  whether 
the  business  contained  in  a  solicitor's  bill  be 
or  be  not  of  such  a  nature  as  to  make  the 
bill  taxable  under  the  act  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73 ; 
but,  in  the  present  case,  I  see  nothing  to 
occasion  any  doubt.  The  relation  of  soli- 
citor and  client  did  not  subsist  between  the 
respondent  Ward  and  any  other  person  widi 
reference  to  the  transactions  in  question.  He 
was  not  employed  by  the  petitioners,  or  any 
of  them,  because  he  was  their  solicitor,  but 
because  he  happened  to  be  the  steward  of  the 
manor.  His  bill  is  in  no  degpree  a  solicitor's 
bill,  but  simply  a  bill  of  fees,  claimed  to  be 
payable  to  him  as  the  steward  of  a  manor, 
and  nothing  more.  Having,  therefore,  no 
jurisdiction  over  the  bUl,  the  petition  must 
be  dismissed,  with  costs. 


M.R. 

1843. 
Dec.  22. 

1844. 
Feb.  19. 


In  re  becke  and  flower, 

SOLICITORS. 


Solicitor  and  Client — Taxation  of  BUI — 
Statute  6^7  Vict.  c.  73. 

After  payment  of  a  bill  of  costs,  an  order 
for  taxation  is  not  to  be  obtained  as  of  course^ 
even  by  a  party  liable  to  pay  the  same. 

By  virtue  of  the  acl  6  4*  7  Vict,  e.  73, 
any  party  entitled  to  an  order  to  tax  a  biU 
of  costs,  may  obtain  it  as  of  course,  and 
without  special  directions,  within  one  month 
after  its  delivery,  and  with  such  special 
directions  m  the  Court  may  impose,  after  the 
expiration  of  one  month  from  the  delivery^ 
but  not  after  verdict,  writ  of  inquiry,  or 
payment.     In  such  cases  a  special  order. 
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made  on  special  circumstances  proved  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Court,  is  requisite. 

Payment  of  a  bill  of  costs  by  a  mere 
volunteer  under  no  previous  liability ,  gives  no 
right  to  him  to  obtain  an  order  to  tax  the  bill. 

In  January  1843,  a  deed  was  made  for 
the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  Richard  George 
Whatley,  between  that  person  of  the  first 
part,  Messrs.  Becke  &  Flower,  solicitors,  as 
trustees  for  themselves  and  the  rest  of  the 
creditors  of  R.  G.  Whatley,  of  the  second 
part,  and  the  several  persons  creditors  of  R. 
G.  Whatley,  whose  names  and  seals  were 
thereunto  subscribed,  of  the  third  part.  The 
deed  was  prepared  and  engrossed  by  Messrs. 
Becke  &  Flower,  but  not  as  the  solicitors 
or  agents  of  R.  G.  Whatley,  or  of  any  other 
particular  person.  In  the  month  of  June 
1843,  Robert  Heane  was  duly  appointed 
the  assignee  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  R. 
G.  Whatley,  on  his  taking  the  benefit  of  the 
act  passed  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors. 
A  correspondence  ^isued  between  the  soli- 
citor of  R.  Heane  and  Messrs.  Becke  dc 
Flower,  which  resulted  in  the  latter  sending 
to  the  former,  on  the  1 5th  of  Aiigust  1843, 
a  IhU  of  costs,  headed,  "  In  the  matter  of 
R.  G.  Whatley's  trust.  Messrs.  Becke  & 
Flower's  charges.*'  A  considerable  demur 
was  made  to  the  payment  of  the  whole 
amount  of  the  bill  by  R.  Heane*s  solicitor, 
but  Messrs.  Becke  &  Flower  declined  to 
reduce  the  amount  of  their  demand. .  On 
the  8th  of  November  1 843,  the  solicitor  of 
R.  Heane,  by  letter,  stated  to  Messrs.  Becke 

6  Flower,  that  as  he  was  desirous  of  ar- 
ranging the  affairs  of  the  insolvent  at  the 
least  possible  expense,  he  proposed  paying 
the  bill  of  costs,  and  forthwith  making  an 
application  to  the  Court,  under  the  act  6  & 

7  Vict.  c.  73,  for  a  reference  to  tax  the  same. 
Accordingly,  on  the  10th  of  November,  the 
solicitor  of  R.  Heane  paid  the  amount  of 
the  bill  under  protest ;  but  before  payment 
Messrs.  Becke  8c  Flower  informed  him  that, 
in  their  opinion,  he  could  not  obtain  an 
order  to  tax  the  bill.  On  the  16th  of  No^ 
vember  an  order  was  obtained  as  of  course 
on  behalf  of  R.  Heane,  directing  the  taxa- 
tion of  the  bill,  whereupon  Messrs.  Becke 
&  Flower  presented  their  petition  seeking 
to  discharge  that  order. 

The  affidavit,  in  support  of  the  petition, 
after  setting  forth  the  above  facts,  stated. 


that  the  business  referred  to  in  the  bill  of 
costs  was  not  transacted  by  the  petitioners 
as  solicitors,  attomies,  or  agents  of  any 
person  or  persons  whomsoever;  and  that, 
although  the  creditors'  deed  provided  for 
payment  of  the  bill  of  costs,  the  pedtioneiB 
had  no  claim  or  demand  against  R.  Heane 
in  respect  thereof;  and  that  no  person  was 
chargeable  therewith,  nor  was  the  bill  of 
costs  delivered  to  any  person  who  could  be 
charged  therewith. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh,  in  support  of  the 
petition. — The  order  in  this  case  was  ob- 
tained as  of  course,  by  Heane,  the  assignee 
of  Whatley,  who  has  never  been  sought  by 
Messrs.  Becke  &  Flower  to  be  made  liable 
to  pay  the  bill  of  costs,  Messrs.  Becke  & 
Flower  being  the  solicitors  who  prepared  the 
deed  of  assignment,  and  acted  as  the  trustees 
named  therein,  but  not  as  the  solicitors  of 
any  particular  party ;  the  creditors  therefore, 
who  took  the  benefit  of  the  deed,  were  the 
cestuis  que  trust  (if  ony  such  exist  in  this 
case),  and  yet  the  order  to  tax  is  obtained 
by  the  assignee,  Heane,  who  never  was  the 
client  of  Messrs.  Becke  &  Flower.  Then 
the  38th  section  of  the  aet  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73. 
has  no  application,  for  the  bill  in  question 
was  not  a  bill  delivered  by  a  solicitor  to  his 
dient,  and  there  was  no  '*  party  chargeable" 
with  it ;  the  words,  **  such  bill,"  contained 
in  that  section,  having  reference  to  bills  of 
costs  delivered  by  a  solicitor  to  his  client, 
to  which  only  the  37th  section  applies.  If 
the  case  be  within  the  statute  6  &  7  Vict, 
c.  73,  it  can  only  be  within  the  37th  section, 
and  therefore  the  subject  of  a  special  ap- 
plication to  the  Court.  Next,  the  rules  of 
taxation  cannot  be  applicable  to  a  case 
where  no  client  appears,  which  is,  in  £ftct, 
the  present  case. 

Mr,  Craig,  contrii.— The  rules  of  court, 
which  were  in  force  previously  to  the  act  of 
6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73.  coming  into  operation, 
do  not  apply  to  the  present  case,  but  the 
38th  section  of  that  act  gives  the  Court 
jurisdiction,  the  right  to  a  taxation  resulting 
not  from  the  original  relation  between  the 
parties,  but  from  the  circumstance  of  the  bill 
having  been  paid  by  Heane,  who  is  a  person 
not  chargeable  with  the  payment  thereof. 
Heane's  right  to  tax  the  bill,  rests  on  the  cir- 
cumstance of  his  having  paid  it  under  the  38  th 
section,  and  the  business  must  have  been 
transacted  by  the  petitioners  as  solicitors 
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for  themselves  and  the  other  parties  to  the 
deed  of  assignment ;  the  bill  contained  the 
ordinary  solicitor's  charges,  and  not  merely 
the  expenses  incurred  by  them  as  the  trus* 
tees  named  in  that  deed.  Heane's  title  to 
tax  the  bill  of  costs  did  not  arise  until  he 
had  paid  the  same,  which  was  on  the  10th  of 
November  1843,  the  order  to  tax  bearing 
date  the  16th  of  that  month,  the  solicitor 
of  Heane  having  previously,  and  on  the  8th 
of  November,  stated  to  Messrs.  Becke  & 
Flower  his  intention  to  obtain  an  order  to 
tax  the  bill. 

The  Master  op  the  Rolls. — ^This  is  the 
petition  of  two  solicitors,  seeking  to  discharge 
an  order  obtained  as  of  course  for  the  tax- 
ation of  a  bill  of  costs,  which  had  been  pre- 
viously paid  by  a  person  who  was  under  no 
liability  to  pay  the  same.  In  support  of  the 
petition,  two  objections  were  urged :  first, 
that  the  order  was  obtained  after  the  lapse 
of  a  period  of  three  months  from  the  diate 
of  the  delivery  of  the  bill,  and  without  any 
special  circumstances  having  been  adduced 
in  support  of  the  order ;  secondly,  that  the 
order  was  obtained  by  a  mere  volunteer,  who, 
being  under  no  liability,  paid  the  bill.  After 
payment  of  a  bill  of  costs,  an  order  for  its 
taxation  cannot  be  obtained  as  of  course^ 
even  by  a  party  who  is  liable  to  pay  the  same : 
such  an  order,  however,  may  be  obtained  as  of 
course,  within  one  month  after  the  delivery  of 
the  bill)  and  with  such  special  directions  as 
the  Court  may  order  to  be  imposed  after  one 
month's  time  has  expired  from  the  delivery 
of  the  billy  but  not  after  verdict,  writ  of  in- 
quiry, or  payment :  in  those  cases,  special 
drcumstances  must  be  adduced  to  entitle  an 
applicant  to  an  order  to  tax.  This  order 
must,  therefore^  be  discharged,  and  with 
costs,  on  the  first  objection ;  having  been 
obtained,  as  of  course,  after  payment,  and 
after  the  lapse  of  one  month  from  the  date  of 
its  delivery.  Under  these  circumstances,  it 
is  unnecessary  to  give  any  opinion  on  the 
second  objection  raised  in  behalf  of  the  peti- 
tbners :  I  may,  however,  add,  that  payment 
of  a  bill  of  costs  by  a  volunteer,  under  no 
jnevious  liability  to  pay  the  same,  cannot 
give  any  right  to  tax  the  bill. 

Order  discharged^  tcith  costs. 


re  EDWARD  DOWNSS,  THO- 

Feb    10    19  ^        ^^    GAMLBN,    AND    C.    D. 

SCOTT,  SOLICITORS. 

Solicitor  and  Client — Taxation  of  Bill — 
Trustee  and  Cestui  que  trust — Construction 
of  Stat.  6^1  Vict.  c.  73. 

Where  a  party  interested  in  the  estate  out 
of  which  a  hiU  of  costs  has  been  paid  by  a 
trustee f  applies  for  an  order  to  tax  the  same^ 
he  must  proceed  under  the  A\st  section  of  the 
act  6  ^  7  Vict.  e.  73;  but  where  the  biU 
has  not  been  paid,  he  must  proceed  under 
the  37th  section.  The  Court  cannot,  under 
the  act  6  4^  7  Vict.  c.  73,  ^tr^c^  a  biU  to  be 
taxed  against  the  solicitor,  if  it  has  been 
paid  more  than  twelve  months;  but  there  is 
nothing  in  the  act  to  prevent  the  Court  order^ 
ing  a  taxation  as  between  the  trustee  and 
cestuis  que  trust,  of  a  bill  of  costs  containing 
improper  payments,  where  the  trustee  has 
neglected  to  procure  in  due  time  a  taxation 
thereof. 

The  expression  **  such  bUl  as  aforesaid," 
in  the  41st  section,  does  noi  mean  "  such  bill 
as  is  hereinbefore  mentioned  to  have  been 
taxed  and  settled,'*  mentioned  in  the  section 
immediately  preceding ;  nor  is  it  confined  to 
such  bill  as,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act, 
is  sought  to  be  taxed  by  a  party  directly 
chargeable  therewith. 

Semble — Where  a  solicitor's  biU  has  been 
paid  by  a  trustee,  the  cestuis  que  trust  are 
entitled  to  ask  for  a  reference  for  taxation 
of  the  biU  against  the  solicitor  at  any  time 
within  twelve  months  after  payment  thereof, 
but  not  afterwards,  although  the  cestuis  que 
trust  had  no  knowledge  of  the  payment  untU 
after  the  twelve  months  had  expired. 

The  application  in  this  case  was  made  on 
behalf  of  certain  persons  beneficially  inter^ 
ested  in  the  estate  of  John  Bullock,  deceased, 
for  the  taxation  of  nine  several  bills  of  costs, 
which  had  been  paid  by  the  executors  and 
trustees  named  in  his  will.  The  only  bill  on 
which  any  question  arose  was  one  amounting 
to  2491.  14s.  4d.,  which,  according  to  the 
evidence  adduced,  the  Court  thought  must 
be  deemed  to  have  been  paid  on  the  2nd  of 
May  1842.  This  being  more  than  twelve 
months  previously  to  the  date  of  the  petition, 
the  point  to  be  decided  was,  whether  that 
bill  was,  under  the  act  6  &  7  Vict,  c  73, 
liable  to  taxation.     The  petitioners  had  no 
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notice  of  the  payment  of  that  bill  until  after 
the  expiration  of  twelve  months  from  the 
date  of  its  payment. 

Mr.  G,  Turner  and  Mr,  PiggoU^  for  the 
petitioners,  contended,  that  the  39th  section 
of  the  act  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73.  gave  the  Court, 
in  a  case  like  the  present,  power  to  refer 
the  bill  to  the  Master  for  taxation;  that 
payment  of  a  bill  for  a  period  of  more  than 
twelve  months  before  application,  did  not, 
under  the  4l8t  section,  which  must  bear  a 
limited  construction,  deprive  a  party  of  the 
right  to  a  reference  for  taxation,  for  the 
3  7  th  section  conferred  a  right  of  taxation 
after  twelve  months,  if  specif  circumstances 
were  proved  to  the  Court ;  that  the  expres- 
sion "  any  such  bill  as  aforesaid,"  found  in 
the  41  St  section,  had  reference  to  the  bills 
mentioned  in  the  section  immediately  pre- 
ceding the  40th  section,  being  bills  previously 
taxed  and  settled ;  that  the  expression  ''any 
such  bill  as  aforesaid,"  found  in  the  41st 
section,  had  reference  only  to  bills  sought 
to  be  taxed  by  persons  immediately  charge- 
able therewith,  and  not  to  bills  sought  to  be 
taxed  by  cestuis  que  trust  in  the  situation 
of  the  present  petitioners,  who  might  have 
received  no  notice  of  payment  (as  was  the 
fact  in  the  present  case)  until  some  time 
after  the  lapse  of  twelve  months  from  the 
date  of  payment. 

Mr,  Kindersley^  contri,  contended,  that 
the  proviso  contained  in  the  4  Ist  section 
was  absolute,  and  not  subject  to  any  quali- 
fication ;  that  the  37th  section  had  reference 
exclusively  to  unpaid  bills,  which  were  made 
taxable  at  any  time  within  twelve  months 
fipom  the  date  of  their  delivery,  with  such 
directions  as  the  Court  should  think  proper, 
but  after  twelve  months  no  reference  was  to 
be  directed,  except  under  special  circum- 
stances, to  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Court ;  that  the  38th  and  39th  sections 
only  conferred  on  third  persons  powers 
similar  to  those  to  which  parties  chaigeable 
were  entitled. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  stating 
the  facts,  proceeded  to  say,  that  where  a 
party,  interested  in  the  estate  out  of  which 
a  bill  of  costs  has  been  paid  by  a  trustee, 
appHes  for  an  order  to  tax  the  same,  he 
must  proceed  under  the  41st  section  of  the 
act  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73  ;  but  where  the  bUl 
has  not  been  paid,  he  must  proceed  under 


the  37th  section  :  that  the  37th  section  had 
reference  solely  to  unpaid  bills;  and  that 
paid  bills  would  not  be  liable  to  taxation 
imder  the  act,  were  it  not  for  the  4 Ist  sec- 
tion :  that  Mr.  Justice  Patteson,  in  the  case 
of  Binns  v.  Hey  (1),  had  stated  that  he 
considered  the  true  construction  of  the  4 Ist 
section  to  be,  that  wherever  the  act  applied, 
the  Court  could  not  send  a  bill  for  taxation 
if  it  had  been  paid  more  than  twelve  months 
in  any  case:  that  he  (the  Master  of  the 
Rolls)  concurred  with  Mr.  Justice  Patteson's 
opinion,  subject  to  the  qualification,  that 
although  in  this  court  the  bill  could  not  be 
directed  to  be  taxed  as  against  the  solicitor 
himself,  if  twelve  months  had  expired  since 
the  payment  thereof,  still,  if  a  trustee  or 
executor  had  improperly  paid  a  solicitor's 
bill,  and  neglected  to  procure  in  due  time  a 
taxation  thereof,  there  was  nothing  in  the 
act  to  preclude  that  Court  (when  asked  to 
disallow  the  whole  or  a  part  of  a  payment 
made  by  a  trustee  or  executor)  from  ascer- 
taining, by  means  of  taxation,  what  was  the 
proper  amount  to  be  allowed  to  such  trustee 
or  executor  in  respect  of  his  payment :  that 
the  expression  "  any  such  bill  as  aforesaid," 
found  in  the  41  st  section,  could  not  have 
been  intended  to  mean  only  **  such  bill  as  is 
hereinbefore  mentioned  to  have  been  taxed 
and  settled,"  or  "such  bill  as,  under  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  is  sought  to  be  taxed 
by  a  party  directly  chargeable  with  such 
bill."  His  Lordship  then  proceeded  to  ob- 
serve, that  before  the  act  came  into  operation, 
the  cestuii  que  trusty  out  of  whose  property 
a  solicitor's  bill  was  to  be  paid,  could  not 
procure  such  bill  to  be  taxed  directly  against 
the  solicitor,  but  they  might  object  to  and 
impeach  any  improper  or  extravagant  pay- 
ment made  by  their  trustee  in  discharge  of 
the  solicitor's  bill,  and,  as  against  their 
trustee,  might  cause  the  bill  to  be  referred 
for  taxation ;  and  that  under  the  act,  every 
remedy  which  cestuis  que  trust  had  against 
their  trustee  continued ;  and  that  they  were, 
in  addition,  entitled  to  ask  for  a  reference  for 
taxation  of  the  solicitor's  bill  directly  against 
the  solicitor,  at  any  time  before  the  bill  was 
paid,  or  within  twelve  months  after  payment, 
if  special  circumstances  be  adduced. 

Order  to  tax  the  bill  of  costs  paid  on  the 
2nd  of  May  1 842  refused,  without  coats. 

(1)  18  Law  J.  Rep.  (m.s.)  Q.B.  28;  tnd  Me  In 
re  Lees,  ent$,  p.  15  L 
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Solicitor  and  Client— j^ct  6^7  Vict, 
e,  78. — Taxation  of  BUl^^Payment  by  Pro^ 
missory  Note — Time, 

In  the  ease  of  a  petition  preeenied  for  a 
reference  to  tax  a  soUdtor's  bill  of  costs,  the 
^pUcaHom  mitst  be  considered  as  made,  at  the 
kOesij  at  the  time  when  the  petition  is  an- 
swered  by  the  secretary,  and  not  at  the  time 
of  its  service  on  the  respondent.  If  by  neglect 
of  the  officer,  the  petition  be  not  answered 
on  the  day  it  ought  to  have  been,  the  appUca- 
Hon  may  be  considered  as  of  an  earlier  date. 

If  a  promissory  note  be  given  by  a  debtor 
to  his  creditor,  the  debt  may  beconsidered  as 
actually  paid,  if  the  creditor  at  the  time  of 
receimng  the  note  has  agreed  to  take  it  in 
payment  of  the  debt,  and  to  take  on  himself 
the  risk  of  the  note  not  being  paid,  or  if, 
from  the  conduct  of  the  creditor,  or  special 
eireumstances  of  the  case,  such  an  agreement 
is  legaUy  to  be  implied ;  but  in  the  absence 
of  amy  special  circumstances,  the  receipt  of 
^  note  by  the  creditor  is  nothing  more  than 
the  giving  to  the  creditor  extended  credit. 

Where  a  bill  of  costs  has  been  paid,  and 
no  mmdue  pressure  has  been  resorted  to  (a 
settlement  having  been  eome  to  satisfaetoru 
both  to  solicitor  and  cHent),  the  bill  ought 
not  to  be  aftemards  re-opened  for  taxation, 
unless  some  gross  fraud  practised  upon  the 
parUf  paying  the  bill  comes  to  light. 

Where  Hems  in  a  biU  of  costs  can  be 
reasonably  explained  to  be  bond  fide  charges 
fsr  business  done,  and  expenses  fairly  in- 
curred in  the  service  ofAe  client,  and  the 
bill  is  paid,  and  afterwards  sought  to  be 
taxed,  Ae  Court  will  consider  whether  the 
business  was  done  for  the  benefit  of  the  client; 
and  if  the  Court  be  of  opinion  it  was  done 
for  his  benefit,  it  will  aUow  the  charges  as 
proper  items,  and  not  open  the  bill. 

Where  there  are  overcharges  in  a  bill  of 
costs,  which  it  may  be  fairly  concluded  the 
cUeni  would  not  have  paid  had  he  not  trusted 
to  their  being  proper,  the  Court  will,  after 
payment^  direct  taxation  of  the  biU,  especially 
where  the  payment  takes  place  pending  the 
relationship  of  solicitor  and  client. 

In  a  case  where  aUegaiions  were  made  in 
a  petition,  and  left  in  doubt,  no  costs  were 
Nbw  SBKiEt,  XIII.— -Cbanc. 


given  on  either  side,  with  respect  to  the 
affidavits  filed  relative  thereto. 

On  the  3rd  of  November  1842,  a  client 
gave  his  promissory  note  to  his  solicitor  in 
payment  of  a  bill  of  costs  previously  deli- 
vcf^d ;  the  note  was  honoured  and  paid  on 
the  \'!th  of  the  same  month.  On  the  I5th 
of  November  1843,  the  client  presented  his 
petition,  praying  an  order  for  taxation  of 
the  biU,  The  petition  was  answered  on  the 
l^th  of  November  for  the  next  petition  day, 
the  2Ath,  and  served  on  the  2lst  of  that 
month : — Held,  that  the  biU  was  to  be  consi- 
dered as  paid  on  the  17  th  of  November  1842  ; 
and  that  the  application  for  an  order  for 
taxation  was  to  be  deemed  to  have  been  made 
on  the  16th  of  November  1843,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  bUl  was  taxable  under  the 
Alst  section  of  the  statute  6^7  Vict.  c.  73. 

This  was  a  petition  praying  taxation  of  a 
solicitor's  bill  of  costs,  by  a  party  formerly 
his  client. 

It  appeared  that  the  bill  of  costs,  amount- 
ing to  the  sum  of  135i.  2s.  Sd,,  was  deli* 
yered  to  the  petitioner,  and  payment  thereof 
demanded  on  the  1 4th  of  October  1 842.  On 
the  3rd  of  November  1842,  the  petitioner 
gave  his  promissory  note  to  the  respondent 
ioT  the  amount  of  the  bill,  payable  within 
fourteen  days;  and  on  the  17th  of  that 
month  the  promissory  note  was  paid.  The 
petition  was  left,  by  the  petitioner's  sc^citor, 
at  the  secretary's  office,  on  the  16th  of 
November  1843.  On  the  16th  of  November 
1 843,  ^e  usual  order,  directing  all  parties 
to  attend  the  Court  on  the  next  petition 
day,  and  notice  thereof  to  be  given,  was 
written  opposite  the  prayer  of  the  petition 
in  the  usual  way,  and  signed  by  the  secre- 
taiy.  The  next  petition  day  was  the  24th 
of  November  1843;  and  the  petition  was 
served  on  the  respondent  on  the  21st  of  that 
monA. 

Three  questions  arose  for  discussion :  the 
-first  had  reference  to  the  time  when  the  bill 
ought  to  be  considered  to  have  been  paid ; 
the  second  question  was,  as  to  die  particular 
time  when  die  petitioner  made  his  applica- 
tion for  the  order  of  reference  for  taxation, 
under  the  act  of  parliament  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73 ; 
and  the  third  question  was,  whether,  in  case 
the  Court  should  decide  that  the  application 
to  tax  the  bill  was  made  within  twelve 
calendar  months  from  the  date  of  payment, 
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the  case  was  one  in  which  the  special  cir- 
cumstances adduced  rendered  a  taxation 
proper. 

Mr,  Kinder sley  and  Mr,  G,  Turner  con- 
tended, first,  that  the  41st  section  did  not 
deprive  a  client  in  all  cases  of  the  right  to 
a  taxation  of  his  solicitor's  hill  of  costs, 
although  payment  of  it  had  heen  made  more 
than  twelve  calendar  months  hefore  the  date 
of  the  application  to  tax — Horloch  v.  Smith 
(1) ;  that  it  would  he  difficult  to  say,  that 
because  one  day  more  than  twelve  calendar 
months  had  elapsed  since  payment  before 
application  was  made  for  taxation,  the  client 
had  come  too  late  ;  that  the  Court  possessed 
a  general  jurisdiction  over  its  ofiScers,  and 
had  power  in  a  case  of  fraud,  or  other 
special  circumstances,  of  directing  a  solici- 
tor's hill  to  be  taxed,  notwithstanding  twelve 
calendar  months  had  expired  since  payment ; 
and  that  the  41st  section  had  reference  to 
bills  mentioned  in  the  40th  section,  viz. 
bills  '*  taxed  and  settled.*'  Secondly,  that 
the  payment  of  the  bill  of  costs  did  not  take 
place  till  after  satisfaction  of  the  promissory 
note,  by  payment  of  its  amount,  viz.  on  the 
17th  of  November  1842,  inasmuch  as  it  was 
impossible  to  say  that  a  mere  promise  to  pay 
was  identical  with  actual  payment ;  for  the 
contract  to  pay  the  bill  remained  between 
the  parties,  although  the  promissory  note 
had  been  given.  Tliirdly,  that  the  applica- 
tion for  the  reference  was  made  on  the  day 
on  which  the  petition  was  presented  to  the 
Court,  or,  at  all  events,  on  the  day  on  which 
the  direction  was  given,  in  writing,  on  the 
&ce  of  the  petition,  by  the  Judge,  or  with 
his  privity  by  the  secretary,  that  all  parties 
interested  should  attend  Uie  Court  on  the 
next  petition  day,  on  the  subject  of  the 
petition ;  that  three  months  of  the  year 
were  occupied  by  the  long  vacation,  during 
which  time  an  order  of  the  Court  to  tax  a 
bill  of  costs  could  not  be  obtained,  and  the 
Court  would  not  appoint  any  other  than  the 
general  petition  day  for  hearing  the  petition ; 
that  the  presenting  of  the  petition  was  similar 
to  the  filing  of  a  bill,  at  which  time  proceed- 
ings in  the  suit  were  considered  aa  having 
eommenced — Coppm  v.  Gray  (2). 

(1)  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  495 ;  ■.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.i.) 
Cbane.  236. 

(2)  1  Yon.  k  Col.  C.C.  205 ;  t.  e.  1 1  Uw  J.  Rep. 
(H,:)  Chuie.  105. 


Mr,  Cooper  and  Mr,  Moore^  contr^, 
contended,  that  the  petitioner  had  not  ap- 
plied to  the  Court  within  twelve  calendar 
months  after  payment  of  the  bill ;  and  that, 
therefore,  under  the  41st  section,  the  Court 
had  no  power  to  order  taxation  of  the  bill ; 
that,  in  the  present  case,  by  means  of  the 
promissory  note,  which  was  duly  honoured 
and  paid,  the  bill  must  be  considered  as 
satisfied  from  the  time  of  giving  the  note  ; 
that  in  In  re  Wilton  (3),  where  a  promiasory 
note  and  bill  of  exchange  had  been  given  in 
October  1842,  for  361/.  16«.,  the  balance  of 
a  bill  of  costs,  delivered  in  August  preced- 
ing, Patteson,  J.,  in  the  course  of  his  judg- 
ment, expressed  himself  as  follows: — *'  It  is 
contended,  and  my  Brother  Coltman  is  said 
to  have  held,  when  an  application  to  refer 
these  bills  for  taxation  was  made  to  him  at 
chambers,  that  payment  must  be  considered 
to  have  been  made  when  these  securities 
were  given."  In  a  subsequent  part  of  his 
judgment,  Patteson,  J.,  after  adverting  to 
the  transactions  that  occurred  in  that  case, 
in  August  and  October  1842,  added, "  I  say 
thus  much,  assuming  that  the  41st  section 
does  not  apply,  and  that  payment  cannot 
be  said  to  have  been  made  when  the  security 
was  given:  when  I  say  this,  however,  I 
wish  it  to  be  understood,  that  I  must  not  be 
concluded  by  anything  I  say  in  this  case 
upon  that  point,  because  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  to  determine  it,  and  I  should 
hesitate,  particularly  after  the  opinion  said 
to  have  been  expressed  by  my  Brother 
Coltman  at  chambers,  although  affidavits  of 
what  passes  there  are  not  idways  strictly 
accurate;" — that  the  time  of  service  of  the 
petition,  being  the  2 1  st  of  November  last,  was 
the  reasonable  period  at  which  the  applica- 
tion for  the  reference  for  taxation  ought  to 
be  deemed  to  have  been  made ;  that  if  the 
proceeding  had  been  by  motion  instead  of 
petition,  the  application  in  this  case  could 
not  have  been  contended  to  have  been  made 
at  the  dme  even  of  service  of  the  notice,  but 
only  at  the  time  of  the  hearing  of  the  motion 
before  the  Court. 

The  Maitbr  of  the  Rolls,  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  arguments,  stated  be  should 
reserve  his  judgment;  and  that  it  was  neces- 
sary, first,  to  fix  the  respectiTe  times  when 

(S)  U  Uw  J.  Rep.  (II.S.)  Q.B.  17.  Sm  alio 
Binas  *.  Hay.  ibid.  p.  28. 
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application  was  to  be  considered  as  having 
been  made  to  the  Court  for  a  reference  to 
tax  the  bill,  and  when  payment  was  actually 
made;  that  if  the  application  should  be 
held  to  have  been  made  within  twelve  cal- 
endar months  from  the  time  of  payment, 
then,  if  the  special  circumstances  required  it, 
taxation  of  ihe  bill  would  be  ordered,  but 
that  if  twelve  calendar  months  should  be 
held  to  have  elapsed  between  the  payment 
of  the  bill  and  date  of  the  application  to  tax, 
then  the  question  would  arise  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  act,  as  to  the  authority  of 
the  Court  to  direct  a  taxation. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating 
the  facts  of  the  case,)  proceeded  with  his  judg- 
ment, as  follows : — There  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  bill  in  question  was  paid  on  the 
17th  of  November  1842,  but  the  respondent 
says,  that  it  ought  to  be  deemed  to  have 
been  paid  on  the  3rd  of  November  1842, 
when  he  received  from  the  petitioner  the 
promissory  note,  which  was  afterwards  duly 
honoured  and  paid.  Again,  the  petitioner 
says,  that  this  application  for  an  order  to 
tax  the  bill  is  not  made  on  the  day  when 
he  left  his  petition  at  the  secretary's  office, 
but  must  at  the  latest  be  held  to  have 
been  made  on  the  16th  of  November  1843, 
when  the  petition  was  answered.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  respondent  says,  that  ser- 
vice of  the  petition  was  necessary  to 
make  the  application  effectual ;  and  that, 
therefore,  the  application  ought  to  be  con- 
sidered to  have  been  made  on  the  21st 
of  November  1843,  the  day  on  which  the 
petition  was  served  upon  him.  I  shall 
first  consider  the  time  when  the  application 
for  a  reference  was  made.  Any  party  de- 
sirous to  have  a  matter  heard  on  petition, 
leaves  his  petition  at  the  secretary's  office. 
The  secretary  makes  an  entry  in  his  book, 
of  the  cause  or  matter  in  which  the  petition 
is  presented,  and  writes  upon  the  petition 
itself  the  usual  order  for  the  parties  to 
attend  on  the  day  appointed  for  the  hearing 
of  petitions,  and  for  notice  to  be  given. 
The  petition  is,  from  the  time  when  such 
order  is  made,  a  regular  proceeding  in  court, 
in  which  affidavits  can  be  made ;  and  any 
party  interested  in  inquiring  whether  a 
petition  in  the  matter  has  been  presented, 
may  ascertain  the  fact  by  application  to  the 
secretary.  Previously  to  the  time  appointed 


for  the  hearing,  and  before  the  petition  can 
be  set  down  to  be  heard,  a  copy  of  it  must 
be  left  for  the  perusal  of  the  Judge  who  is 
to  hear  it,  and  the  petition  itself  must  be 
filed  before  any  order  made  upon  it  is  passed. 
Such  being  the  course  of  proceeding,  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  the  application  for  the  pur- 
pose stated  and  prayed  by  the  petition,  must 
be  considered  as  made,  at  the  latest,  at  the 
time  when  the  order  appointing  the  hearing 
of  the  petition  is  signed,  either  by  the  Judge 
to  whom  the  petition  is  addressed,  or  by 
his  officer  acting  under  his  directions.  If 
it  should  happen  that  a  petition  was  duly 
brought  to  the  office,  and  without  any  de- 
fault of  the  petitioner,  and  by  some  accident 
or  neglect  in  the  office,  the  order  was  not 
made  at  the  time  when  it  ought  to  have  been 
made,  the  application  might  be  considered 
as  made  even  before  the  answer  or  order 
for  the  attendance  was  signed ;  but  no  such 
question  arises  here.  The  petition  was  in 
this  case  duly  answered,  and  I  must  con- 
sider that  the  application  for  a  reference  to 
tax  the  bill  in  question,  was  made  on  the 
16th  of  November  1843. 

Now,  the  proviso  in  the  41st  section  of 
the  statute  is,  that  the  application  for  such 
reference  be  made  within  twelve  calendar 
months  after  payment  of  the  bill.  It  is  the 
application,  not  the  service  of  a  petition  or 
the  time  appointed  for  hearing  the  petition, 
but  the  application  alone,  which  is  to  take 
place  or  be  made  within  twelve  calendar 
months  after  payment.  I  am  now  to  inquire 
whether  the  16th  of  November  1843,  the 
time  when  the  application  in  this  case  was 
made,  was  within  twelve  calendar  months 
after  payment  of  the  respondent's  bill  of 
costs.  If  the  bill  was  paid  on  the  3rd  of 
November  1 842,  as  the  respondent  alleges, 
more  than  twelve  months  had  elapsed  be- 
tween the  payment  and  the  application  for 
the  reference  to  tax ;  but  if  the  bill  was  not 
paid  till  the  I7th  of  November,  then  at  the 
time  of  the  application  for  the  reference, 
twelve  months  had  not  elapsed  from  the 
time  when  the  bill  was  paid. 

The  substantial  question  is,  whether  a 
debt  is  to  be  considered  as  paid  at  the  time 
of  the  delivery  to  the  creditor  of  a  promis-^ 
sory  note  for  the  amount,  payable  on  a 
future  day,  on  which  or  in  due  time  after 
which,  the  note  is  duly  honoured  and  paid. 

The  debt  may  be  considered  as  actually 


164 


COURTS  OF  CHANCERY: 


paid,  if  the  creditor  at  the  time  of  receiving 
the  promissory  note  has  agreed  to  take  it  in 
payment  of  the  deht,  or  to  take  upon  him- 
self the  risk  of  the  note  being  paid ;  or  if, 
from  the  conduct  of  the  creditor,  or  the 
special  circumstances  of  the  case,  such  an 
agreement  is  legally  to  be  implied.  In  the 
absence,  however,  of  any  special  circum- 
stances throwing  the  risk  of  the  note  upon 
the  creditor,  his  receiving  the  note  in  lieu  of 
present  payment  of  the  debt  is  no  more 
than  giving  extended  credit,  postponing  the 
demand  for  immediate  payment,  or  giving 
time  for  payment  on  a  future  day,  in  con- 
sideration of  receiving  this  species  of  security. 
Whilst  the  time  runs,  payment  cannot  le- 
gally be  enforced,  but  the  debt  continues  till 
payment  is  actually  made ;  and  if  payment 
be  not  made  when  the  time  has  run  out, 
payment  of  the  debt  may  be  enforced,  as  if 
the  note  had  not  been  given.  If  payment 
be  made  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the 
extended  time  allowed,  it  is  then  for  the 
first  time  that  the  debt  is  paid. 

There  may  be  special  circumstances  from 
which  it  may  be  concluded,  that  a  note  or 
bill  of  exchange  was  taken  as  payment  of 
the  debt  for  which  it  was  given ;  and  it  is 
said,  that  in  a  case  before  Mr.  Justice  Colt- 
man,  at  chambers,  he  held,  that  the  payment 
was  to  be  considered  to  have  been  made  at 
the  time  when  a  bill  of  exchange  and  pro- 
missory note  were  given  as  securities  for 
payment.  There  may  have  been  circum- 
stances leading  to  that  conclusion  in  the 
case  referred  to ;  there  are,  I  think,  no  such 
circumstances  in  the  case  now  before  me. 
I  have  thought  it  right  to  read  the  affida- 
vits, for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether 
there  was  any  evidence,  that  Mr.  Sanders 
took  this  note  in  lieu  and  full  satisfaction  of 
the  debt  due  to  him  upon  his  bill  of  costs, 
and  I  find  no  such  evidence.  Mr.  Sanders 
did  not  take  upon  himself  the  whole  risk  of 
the  note :  the  petitioner  was  not  released  from 
the  debt.  If  tiie  note  had  not  been  duly  paid, 
Mr.  Sanders  would  have  been  entitled  to 
enforce  payment  of  the  amount  due  to  him 
upon  his  bill,  and  might  have  brought  an 
action  isigainst  the  petitioner  to  recover  it. 
Sly  opinion,  therefore,  is,  that  the  bill  of 
costs  was  not  paid  until  the  17th  of  Novem- 
ber 1842,  and  that  the  application  for  the 
reference  to  tax  the  bill  was  made  on  the 
16th  of  November  1843,  being  one  day  less 


than  twelve  calendar  months  after  the  pay- 
ment. The  bill  may  be  taxed  if  there  be 
such  special  circumstances  as  render  tax- 
ation proper,  and  the  petition  must  be  further 
argued  as  to  that  point  on  the  next  day  of 
petitions,  if  it  be  necessary. 

The  petition  having  on  the  following 
petition  day  been  heard,  on  the  special  cir- 
cumstances, the  Master  of  the  RoUs,  on  the 
2  2nd  of  March,  expressed  himself  as  follows : 
— The  real  circumstances  of  this  case  are 
reduced  to  a  very  narrow  compass.  It  is 
needless  for  me  to  go  through  the  dicum- 
stances  of  the  case :  it  suffices  to  say,  that 
the  relation  of  solicitor  and  client  subsisted 
between  these  parties,  when  the  bill  of  costs 
was  delivered  to  the  petitioner,  and  paid  by 
him.  Not  only  was  the  relation  of  solicitor 
and  client  subsisting,  but  at  that  time  there 
was  a  very  important  motion  pending,  in 
which  the  respondent  was  acting  as  the 
solicitor  of  the  petitioner:  a  promissory 
note  for  the  amount  of  the  bill  was  given  on 
the  3rd  of  November,  at  fourteen  days,  and 
this  was  duly  paid  ;  and,  as  I  collect  fit>m 
what  has  been  stated  to  me,  before  it  actually 
became  due.  Upon  the  examination  of  thu 
bill  afterwards,  I  must  conclude,  that  there 
were  some  items  proved  to  be  erroneous  ; 
this  is  not  a  surmise,  neither  is  it  a  general 
observation — ^but  it  is  a  &ct  not  to  be  con- 
troverted, that  some  of  these  items  are  and 
must  be  taken  to  be  erroneous.  These  items 
then  being  erroneous,  and  the  respondent 
having  obtained  the  pa3rment  of  them  from 
Mr.  Wagstaff,  pending  the  proceedingSi  the 
question  is,  whether  these  are  circumstances 
sufficient  to  induce  me  to  say,  that  the  bill 
ought  to  be  taxed.  Now,  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion,  that  where  a  bill  has  been  paid,  and 
there  is  nothing  whatever  to  shew  that  undue 
pressure  for  that  payment  has  been  used — 
where  the  parties  have  come  to  a  &ir  settle- 
ment to  the  satisfaction  at  the  time  of  each 
party,  I  do  not  see  why  the  bill  should 
afterwards  be  re-opened  for  taxation,  unless, 
indeed,  some  gross  fraud  upon  the  party  pay- 
ing the  bill  should  come  to  light.  Here,  the 
bill  was  settled  and  paid,  as  between  solicitor 
and  client,  and  no  proof  is  adduced  that  undue 
pressure  or  influence  was  used;  and  it  does 
not  appear  to  me  that  the  settlement  is  to 
be  opened,  because  it  may  happen,  on  a 
rigid  examination  of  the  bill,  that  some 
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small  matter  is  overcharged.  As  to  that  case 
oiMassey  v.  Drake  {\\  which  Mr.  Cooper 
mentionc^d,  the  doctrine  I  upheld  I  do  not 
think  has  heen  acquiesced  in,  to  the  extent 
I  carried  it ;  I  rather  think  it  has  heen  dis- 
puted, and,  therefore,  I  ought  not  to  rely  on 
it.  However,  these  cases  are  suhject  to 
such  great  modifications  upon  the  different 
circumstances  arising  in  them,  that  it  is  not 
to  he  wondered  at,  that  different  opinions 
should  he  entertained.  No  solicitor  has  a 
right  to  charge  heyond  the  fixed  fees,  ex- 
cept where  he  has  incurred  the  extra  charge 
as  expenses  in  endeavouring  to  do  justice  to 
his  client's  cause,  and  for  the  client's  henefit ; 
and  only  on  such  an  event  as  that  is  this 
principle  to  he  acted  upon  and  allowed.  If 
the  items  can  he  upheld,  if  they  are  reason- 
ahly  explained  to  he  bond  fide  chaises  for 
husiness  done,  and  expenses  £urly  incurred 
in  the  service  of  the  dient,  and  the  hill  is 
paid,  and  afterwards  sought  to  he  taxed, 
then  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Court  will 
consider  whether  the  husiness  was  done  for 
the  benefit  of  the  client ;  and  if  the  Court 
he  of  opinion  in  the  affirmative,  it  will  allow 
the  items  as  proper,  and  will  not  open  the 
hOl.  With  respect  to  the  items  here,  no 
such  case,  no  such  excuse  as  that,  is  made. 
Here,  there  is  an  overcharge,  consisting  of 
certain  items,  which  has  been  proved;  and 
undoubtedly  I  ought  to  conclude,  Mr. 
Wagstaff  would  not  have  paid  them,  had 
he  not  trusted  to  their  being  proper  charges 
on  the  part  of  the  respondent,  he  and 
Mr.  Wagstaff  being  in  the  situation  of  soli- 
citor and  client,  of  which,  confidence  in  every 
respect  would  be  or  ought  to  be  a  natural 
result.  These  overcharges  are  ui^ed  as  in- 
tentional, but  it  may  be  quite  otherwise; 
no  intention  at  all  of  the  kind  might  have 
existed ;  I  certainly  might  have  been  told  how 
these  charges  went  beyond  what  we  might 
have  expected  to  have  been  the  amount, 
hut  it  may  have  happened  without  the  least 
design,  and  certainly  nothing  is  adduced 
before  me  to  shew  that  these  overcharges  were 
made  by  design.  All  this  may  have  hap- 
pened without  the  least  thought  of  doing 
anything  wrong.  The  other  charges  may 
he  taken  to  be  proper,  but  these  are  proved 
to  be  overcharges,  and  which  have  been 
received  by  the  respondent  in  the  amount  of 

(1)  4  Beav.  438. 


the  bill  paid  to  him  by  the  petitioner,  pend- 
ing the  relationship  between  them,  of  soli- 
citor and  client,  and  pending  the  proceedings 
of  a  peculiar  nature  before  alluded  to ;  but 
yet  I  must  at  the  same  time  allow  it  to  have 
been  perfectly  honourable  and  fair  on  the 
part  of  the  respondent  to  say,  "  Point  out 
the  overcharges,  and  I  will  alter  them." 
This  is  the  manner  in  which  any  gentleman 
would  act ;  it  seems  to  me  all  that  could  be 
wished  for.  It  is,  on  the  whole,  my  opinion, 
that  I  ought  to  correct  these  overcharges ; 
and  how  that  is  to  be  effected  at  the  least 
expense  is  a  matter  for  consideration.  I  do 
this  under  the  41st  section  of  the  act,  which 
gives  me  a  right  to  exercise  that  power. 
The  petition  states  the  circumstances,  and 
also  contains  an  allegation  necessarily  lead- 
ing to  a  great  deal  of  conflicting  evidence, 
which  I  read  through  on  a  former  occa- 
sion, find  I  do  not  see  any  reason  to  go  into 
a  detail  of  it  at  this  time.  The  result  has 
been  a  great  deal  of  investigation  and  ex- 
pense. Counsel  have  taken  a  very  correct 
view  of  the  case,  and  have  properly  avoided 
going  into  this  mass  of  affidavits,  very  many 
of  which  contain  nothing  of  consequence 
relating  to  the  matters  in  cdspute,  and  might 
well  have  been  spared.  This  allegation 
which  I  have  referred  to,  is  not  proved  in  one 
way  or  the  other ;  it  is  left  doubtful ;  but  much 
expense  has  been  occasioned  by  it.  Am  I 
to  give  costs  arising  out  of  the  imputation 
contained  in  that  allegation,  not  established 
upon  the  party  on  whom  it  was  made  ?  Am 
I  by  that  to  throw  the  costs  upon  the  party 
against  whom  the  imputation  has  been  made, 
although  not  proved?  If  it  had  been  clearly 
disproved,  then  the  party  who  made  the 
allegation  would  have  had  to  bear  the  costs 
and  expenses  which  it  had  occasioned  to  the 
party  who  sought  to  clear  himself  from  the 
imputation  contained  in  it ;  but  had  the  im- 
putation been  substantiated  and  proved  to 
be  correct,  then  the  party  accused  would 
have  had  to  pay  the  costs.  As  it  is  left  thus 
in  doubt,  I  think  I  ought  to  allow  this  to 
take  the  usual  course  of  costs,  with  this 
exception,  that  no  costs  be  given  on  either 
side,  with  respect  to  the  affidavits  filed  on 
this  allegation,  through  which  a  great  part 
of  the  expense  has  been  occasioned.  I  think 
the  respondent  has  very  properly  offered  to 
correct  the  errors  complained  of,  and  I 
certainly  should  recommend  the  petitioner  to 
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accept  the  corrections  that  are  offered  to  be 
made. 

It  was  finally  arranged,  with  the  appro- 
bation of  the  Court,  that  instead  of  having 
the  bill  taxed,  it  should  be  referred  to  the 
Master  to  ascertain  what  would  be  proper 
to  be  allowed,  in  respect  of  the  items  com- 
plained of;  the  costs  of  the  reference  and  of 
the  petition,  (except  that  portion  of  the 
petition  relating  to  the  improper  allegation 
adverted  to  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls) 
being  reserved. 


K.  Bruce,  V.C. 
Jan.  16. 


} 


JUMP80N  V.  PITCHERS, 


Vendor  and  Purchaser — Specific  Per" 
formance — Questions  of  Title  and  Convey ' 
ance — Creditors*  Suit — Feme  Covert, 

A.  devised  an  estate  to  his  daughter  S.  H. 
and  E.  H,  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee.  By 
a  decree  made  in  a  creditors*  suit  against 
A*s  executors,  E,  H,  and  S.  H,  the  estate 
toas  ordered  to  he  sold.  On  the  \Ath  of  July 
1772,  the  Master's  report,  approving  of  F, 
as  a  purchaser,  was  confirmed ;  and  on  the 
20th  of  July,  the  estate  was  ordered  to  he 
conveyed  to  him.  On  the  \Ath  of  July  S,  H, 
had  married  T,  J;  hut  the  name  of  T,  J. 
had  not  heen  mentioned  in  the  orders  of  the 
I4th  or  20th  of  July.     In  September  1772, 

E,  H,  T.  J,  and  S,  J,  his  wife,  conveyed  to 

F,  hut  no  fine  was  levied.  A  purchaser,  on 
a  reference  for  title  in  a  suit  for  specific 
performance,  objected  to  the  title  of  this 
estate,  on  the  grounds  of  the  irregularity  of 
the  orders,  and  the  absence  of  the  fine : — 
Held,  that  the  orders  were  not  invalid,  and 
that  the  question  raised  by  the  purchaser  was 
a  question  not  of  title,  hut  of  conveyance. 

This  was  a  suit  for  specific  performance 
by  the  vendor  against  the  purchaser. 

The  Master,  upon  a  reference  made  to 
him,  reported  that  a  good  title  could  be  made 
to  the  estate.  Exceptions  were  taken  to 
the  report  by  the  defendant.  The  circum- 
stances relating  to  the  title  of  the  estate 
upon  which  the  defendant's  objections  were 
founded,  were  as  follows : — 

Edward  Harris  devised  the  estate  to  his 
wife  Eleanor,  and  his  daughter  Sarah  Harris, 
as  tenants  in  common  in  fee,  and  died  in 


1770.  After  his  death  a  creditors'  suit  was 
instituted  against  his  executors  and  Eleanor 
and  Sarah  Harris,  his  devisees ;  and,  by  a 
decree  made  in  the  cause,  it  was  ordered  that 
the  estate  should  be  sold,  and  all  proper 
parties  join  in  the  conveyance.  On  the  18th 
of  June  1772,  the  Master  reported  that 
Fowler  was  the  best  bidder  for  and  pur- 
chaser of  the  estate;  and  this  report  was 
confirmed  on  the  14th  of  July.  On  the  20th 
of  July  it  was  ordered  that  Fowler  should 
pay  his  money  into  court,  and  be  let  into 
possession  of  the  estate,  and  that  all  proper 
parties  should  join  in  the  conveyance  to  him. 

It  appeared  that  Sarah  Harris  was  married 
to  Thomas  Jones  on  the  14th  of  July,  but 
the  title  of  the  cause  was  not  altered,  and 
the  name  of  Thomas  Jones  was  not  intro- 
duced into  either  of  the  orders  of  the  14th 
or  20th  of  July. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated 
the  drd  and  4th  of  September  1772,  after 
reciting  the  above  orders,  Eleanor  Harris 
and  Thomas  Jones  and  Sarah  his  wife  re- 
leased the  estate  to  Fowler;  and  Fowler 
covenanted  that  he  and  his  wife  would  levy 
a  fine.  It  did  not  appear  that  a  fine  ever 
had  been  levied. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  was  con- 
tended, by  the  purchaser,  that,  by  reason  of 
the  irregularity  of  the  orders,  and  of  a  fine 
not  having  been  levied,  the  plaintiff  had  not 
made  a  good  title. 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Spurrier,  for  the 
exceptions,  cited  Doe  d.  Corbyn  v.  Bram^ 
ston  (1),  the  observations  of  Sir  Edward 
Sugden  on  that  case  (2),  and  Esdaile  v. 
Stephenson  (3). 

Mr,  Russell  and  Mr,  Addis,  for  the 
plaintiff*,  contended,  that  by  virtue  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27, 
and  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Doe  d. 
Corbyn  v.  Bramston,  the  plaintiff  had  a 
complete  legal  title. 

Mr,  Speed,  for  other  parties. 

Knight  Bruce,  V.  C. — The  facts  are 
these : — A  person  indebted  devises  an  estate 
to  two  persons  in  fee.  A  creditors'  bill  is 
filed  against  them,  and  there  is  a  decree 
made  in  the  suit  for  the  sale  of  the  estate. 

(1)  3  Ad.  &  EL  63 ;   s.  e.  4  Lsw  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
K.B.  166. 

(2)  2  V.  &  P.  855. 

(3)  6  Madd.  366. 
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The  estate  is  sold  under  it,  and  reasonably 
and  properly  sold.  There  is  nothing  sug- 
gested against  the  regularity  and  propriety 
of  these  proceedings.  One  of  the  devisees 
marries,  and,  on  the  day  of  her  marriage, 
the  Master's  report  is  confirmed.  In  this 
order  she  is  mentioned  by  her  maiden  name. 
That  cannot  invalidate  the  order.  Another 
order  is  then  made,  that  the  purchaser  should 
pay  His  money  into  court,  and  be  admitted 
into  possession,  and  that  all  proper  parties 
should  convey.  In  this  order  she  is  also 
mentioned  by  her  midden  name.  It  would 
have  been  better  to  have  mentioned  the 
name  of  her  husband ;  but  I  apprehend  this 
omission  ¥rill  not  invalidate  the  order.  The 
conveyance  is  executed  by  the  husband  of 
the  married  devisee  and  by  herself,  so  far  as 
she  could,  but  a  fine  is  not  levied.  Under 
these  circumstances  there  is  a  complete  legal 
and  equitable  title  in  a  moiety,  and  a  com- 
plete equitable  title  in  another  moiety. 
Mrs.  Jones  became  a  trustee  of  an  outstand* 
ing  legal  estate  for  the  plaintiff,  and  com- 
pellable to  make  a  conveyance.  It  is  a  ques- 
tion not  of  title,  but  of  conveyance. 

Overrule  the  objection,  witbout  prejudice 
to  the  question,  whether  the  legal  estate  in  an 
undivided  moiety  is  not  outstanding  in  Mrs. 
Jones  or  some  other  person  claiming  by, 
through,  or  under  her. 


K.  Bruce,  V.C. 
March 
L. 

March 


Ex  parte  Holland. 


Stock — Statute  66  Geo.  3.  e.  60 — Un- 
clamed  Dividends — Costs  of  the  Attorney 
General. 

Upon  a  petition  presented  under  56  Geo,  8. 
«.  60.  for  transfer  of  stock  and  payment  of 
dividends  accrued^  an  order  wets  made  ac^ 
eordinyly.  In  such  a  case  it  is  the  practice, 
thai  the  costs  of  the  Attorney  General  and 
the  Commissioners  for  the  Reduction  of  the 
National  Debt  are  to  be  paid  out  of  the  peti' 
tioner*s  fund;  and  the  Court  of  Chancery 
does  not  exercise  its  discretion  as  to  the  pay ^ 
ment  of  such  costs. 

This  was  the  petition  of  the  committee  of 
a  lunatic  for  the  transfer  of  a  sum  of  stock, 


which  had  been  standing  in  the  name  of  the 
lunatic,  and  had  afterws^s  been  transferred 
into  the  names  of  the  Commissioners  for 
the  Reduction  of  the  National  Debt,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  56  Geo.  3.  c.  60,  and 
the  payment  of  the  dividends  accrued.  The 
petitioner  having  established  his  claim,  an 
order  was  made  accordingly,  and  the  only 
question  in  this  case  was  as  to  the  payment 
of  the  costs  of  the  Attorney  General  and  the 
Commissioners. 

By  the  56  Geo.  3.  c.  60.  s.  1,  it  is  enacted, 
that  all  stock  upon  which  no  dividends  shall 
have  been  demanded  for  ten  years,  shall  be 
transferred  into  the  names  of  the  Commis- 
sioners for  the  Reduction  of  the  National 
Debt 

By  the  4th  section,  it  is  enacted,  that  all 
dividends  on  the  stock  so  transferred  accrued 
and  to  accrue,  shall  be  paid  to  the  account 
of  the  said  Commissioners,  and  shall  be  from 
time  to  time  invested  by  them  in  the  pur- 
chase of  other  stock,  to  be  placed  to  a  sepa- 
rate account  called  the  Account  of  Unclaimed 
Dividends. 

By  the  5th  section,  it  is  enacted,  that  the 
Bank  of  England  may  pay  the  stock  and  the 
dividends  accrued,  to  any  person  who  shall 
to  their  satisfaction  estabHsh  his  claim ;  but, 
if  the  Bank  shall  not  be  satisfied,  a  petition 
is  to  be  presented  to  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
and  the  Court  of  Chancery  is  thereby  autho- 
rized to  make  sucb  order  thereon  for  the 
transfer  of  the  stock,  and  payment  of  the 
dividends  accrued  due  thereon,  or  otherwise 
relating  thereto,  "  and  to  the  costs  of  such 
application,"  as  to  sucb  Court  shall  appear 
to  be  just ;  "  and  that  all  costs  and  expenses 
which  shall  be  incurred  by  or  on  behalf  of 
His  Majesty's  Attorney  General  or  the  said 
Commissioners  for  the  Reduction  of  the 
National  Debt,  in  resisting  or  appearing 
upon  every  such  petition  (if  not  ordered  by 
the  Court  to  whom  the  application  shall  be 
made  to  be  paid  out  of  the  stock  or  annuities, 
and  the  dividends  thereby  claimed,)  shall  be 
paid  by  the  said  Commissioners  out  of  the 
dividends  or  annuities  to  be  received  by  them 
under  or  by  virtue  of  this  act,  and  which 
shall  not  be  claimed." 

Mr.  Lloydt  for  the  petition. 

Mr.  Wray,  for  the  Attorney  General  and 
the  Commissioners,  said,  he  was  entitled,  ac- 
cording to  the  practice,  to  his  costs  out  of  the 
fund  claimed  by  the  petitioner. 
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Knight  Bruce,  V.C.  having  expressed 
some  doubt  whether  such  costs  were  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  fund,  as  a  matter  of  course, 
the  cause  stood  over,  that  Mr.  Wray  might 
produce  some  authority. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  Mr.  Wray  men- 
tioned Ex  parte  Laferte,  V.C.  April  22, 
1S^7 9  and  Ex  parte  Ram,  15th  of  June  1838. 
He  said,  that  in  Ex  parte  Ram,  Lord  Cot- 
tenham  had  questioned  the  right  of  the  At-> 
tomey  General  and  Commissioners  to  their 
costs  out  of  the  fund,  as  a  matter  of  course, 
and  directed  an  inquiry  as  to  the  practice ; 
but,  it  being  reported  to  him  that  the  practice 
had  been  uniform  in  that  respect,  he  had 
made  the  order.  Mr.  Colvile,  the  registrar, 
had  also  stated  the  practice  was  uniform. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  his  Honour 
said,  that  ihe  Commissioners  were  not  mere 
trustees ;  they  had,  on  behalf  of  the  country, 
the  benefit  of  the  difference  between  the  ac- 
cumulations and  the  simple  dividends. 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C. — The  act  of  par- 
liament contemplates  the  possibility  or  pro- 
bability that  the  costs  may  be  paid  otherwise 
than  out  of  the  fund.  If  that  be  so,  there 
cannot  be  a  series  of  decisions  establishing 
that  the  Coiurt  cannot  give  or  withhold  costs. 
There  must  be  a  discretion.  Negligence  is 
one  thing.  Misfortune,  as  in  this  case,  is 
another. 

His  Honour,  however,  declined  to  make 
any  order,  and  desired  that  the  petition  might 
be  heard  by  the  Lord  ChanceUor. 

The  petition  was  heard  before  the  Lord 
Chancellor.  The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  there 
was  no  doubt  there  was  a  discretion  in  the 
Court ;  but  it  had  been  said,  that  there  had 
been  an  uniform  course  pursued  in  the  exer- 
cise of  it.  He  directed  the  registrar  to  in- 
quire whether  it  had  been  the  universal 
practice  to  pay  the  costs  out  of  the  fund, 
and  whether  there  had  been  any  and  what 
exceptions. 

On  a  subsequent  day— 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  he  hadfound, 
on  inquiry,  that  the  practice  had  been  uni- 
form, ¥dthout  any  exception,  that  the  peti- 
tioner paid  the  costs  out  of  his  own  fund, 
and  the  usual  order  must  be  made. 

The  costs  of  the  Attorney  General  and 
Commissioners  to  be  paid  out  of  the  petition- 
er's fund  between  party  and  party. 


K.  Bruce,  V.C.  1     ,       ^„ ,  ^„ 
March  2,  30.  |    ^*  ""'  ^«^^^- 

Trustees— Infant— Stat.  1  WiU.  4.  c.  60. 

Where  a  freehold  estate  was  vested  in  an 
infant  trustee  on  a  plain  trust,  an  order  for 
a  conveyance  was  made  on  a  petition  pre* 
sented  under  1  WiU.  4.  e.  60,  without  a  re* 
ference  to  the  Master. 

A  freehold  estate  was  conveyed  to  Joseph 
Trapp  in  fee,  upon  trust  to  sell,  and  to  stand 
possessed  of  the  produce  for  the  benefit  of 
the  persons  named  in  the  trust  deed.  Before 
tiie  whole  of  the  property  had  been  sold, 
Trapp  died  intestate,  leaving  an  infiint  heir, 
in  whom  the  legal  estate  in  the  unsold  part 
became  vested.  All  the  persons  interested 
under  the  trust  deed  were  absolutely  entitled 
to  the  purchase-money,  and  free  from  dis- 
abilities. 

A  petition  was  now  presented,  by  the 
persons  so  interested,  under  the  statute  1 
Will.  4.  c.  60,  for  a  conveyance  of  the  unsold 
part  from  the  infant  to  them. 

Mr.  Sheffield,  for  the  petitioners,  asked 
that,  as  the  facts  of  the  case  were  very  simple, 
the  usual  reference  to  the  Master,  to  inquire 
whether  the  infant  was  a  trustee  within  the 
meaning  of  tiie  act,  and  to  settie  the  deed  of 
conveyance,  might  be  dispensed  with ;  and 
that  the  order  for  the  conveyance  might  be 
made  at  once.  He  submitted  to  the  Court 
a  draft  of  the  proposed  conveyance. 

Kniobt  Bruce,  V.C,  (after  looking  at 
the  draft)  said,  it  appeared  to  him  to  be 
right;  and  that  he  would  make  a  similar 
order  to  tiiat  which  he  had  made  in  Re 
Pratt  (1).  He  would  direct  that  the  infant 
should  convey  the  trust  property,  pursuant 
to  the  act,  by  executing  the  proposed  deed 
of  conveyance,  whereby  the  property  was 
intended  to  be  conveyed  to  the  parties  bene* 
fidally  interested.  When  the  engrossment 
was  prepared,  he  wished  it  to  be  produced 
to  him,  that  his  approval  might  be  mariced 
on  it. 

On  a  subsequent  day,— - 

Mr.  Sheffield  produced  the  engrossment, 
and.  His  Honour  having  approved  of  it,  it 
was  marked  by  the  registrar  accordingly. 

(1)  Knicfht  Brace,  V.C,  llth  Maicli  1842. 
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CAFE  V,  BENT. 


Trust — Lis  Pendens -^Appointment  of 
New  Trustees. 

A  surviving  trustee  is  not  deprived  of  the 
power  of  appointing  new  trustees^  by  the  mere 
eircumstanee  of  a  suit  having  been  instituted 
for  thai  purpose.  But,  semble,  if  the  trustee, 
hy  acting  independently  of  the  Court,  incur 
needless  expense,  the  costs  occasioned  thereby 
wiU  he  thrown  upon  him. 

John  Brown,  the  testator,  by  his  will, 
gave  the  residue  of  his  property  to  the 
defendant  Bent  and  to  J.  B.  and  J.  W, 
whom  he  also  appointed  his  executors, 
upon  the  trusts  and  for  the  intents  and 
purposes  declared  therein.  The  will  con- 
tained the  usual  power  to  the  surviving 
trustees,  in  case  of  the  death,  &c.  of  any  of 
them,  to  nominate  and  appoint  new  trus- 
tees, and  to  transfer  the  trust  estates,  &c. 
to  such  new  trustees  jointly  with  the  sur- 
viving trustees,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  will. 
The  testator  died  in  August  1828,  and  the 
will  was  proved  by  Bent  and  J.  B,  but  J.  W. 
renounc^,  and  by  deed  disclaimed  the  trusts 
of  the  will.  On  the  death  of  J.  B.  the  bill  was 
filed  against  his  representatives  and  against 
Bent,  stating  that  Bent  was  of  advanced  age, 
and  praying,  among  other  things,  the  appoint- 
ment of  new  trustees  in  the  place  of  J.  W. 
and  J.  B.  After  the  suit  was  instituted. 
Bent,  in  exerdse  of  the  power  given  him  by 
the  will,  appointed  two  new  trustees  in  the 
room  of  J.  W.  and  J.  B.  A  motion  was  then 
made  to  restrain  the  transfer  of  certain  trust 
stock  into  the  names  of  the  new  trustees,  and 
a  question  was  raised,  whether  the  appoint- 
ment of  new  trustees  by  Bent,  pending  a 
suit  for  that  purpose,  could  be  sustained. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Piggott,  for  the 
motion,  contended,  that  the  defendant,  pend- 
ing the  suit,  could  not  be  allowed  to  alter 
the  situation  of  the  parties  or  the  fund  ;  that 
his  proper  course  was,  to  have  submitted  the 
proposed  new  trustees  to  the  Master. 

Webb  V.  the  Earl  of  Shaftesbury,  7  Ves. 

480. 
Attorney  General  v.  Clack,  1  Bea.  467. 

Mr.  J.  Russell  and  Mr.  C.  R.  M.  Jackson, 
contri.— The  mere  pendency  of  a  suit  will 
New  Serirs,  XIII.— Chanc. 


not  prevent  a  trustee  exercising  the  power 
given  himof appointingnew  trustees ;  though 
there  is  no  doubt  the  Court  will  exercise  a 
controul  over  his  discretion,  to  see  that  it  is 
properly  exercised— Jl^e66  v.  the  Earl  of 
Shaftesbury.  The  appointment  is  not  in- 
valid by  the  mere  circumstance  of  its  having 
been  made  pending  a  suit — The  Attorney 
General  v.  Clack.  In  the  last  case,  the 
appointment  was  set  aside  on  its  own  pecu- 
liar circumstances. 
Mr.  Roupell  replied. 

WiGRAM,  V.C.— One  question  argued  on 
this  motion  was,  whether  the  filing  of  the 
bin  suspended  the  execution  of  the  power 
given  to  the  trustees.  Now,  though  a  bill 
has  been  filed,  yet  it  may  never  be  prose- 
cuted, and  therefore  that  is  no  reason  why 
the  trustees  should  not  exercise  their  power. 
If,  indeed,  the  Court  had  assumed  the  exe- 
cution of  the  trusts  by  order  or  decree,  it 
would  be  very  inconvenient  that  a  trustee 
should  act  independently  of  the  Court.  But 
the  Court  will  not,  in  ihe  absence  of  mis- 
conduct, deprive  trustees  of  their  discretion 
merely  because  a  bill  has  been  filed,  but  will 
only  require  them  to  act  under  the  directions 
of  tiie  Court.  That  is  all  that  Webb  v.  Lord 
Shaftesbury  decides.  If  the  trustees  act  so 
as  to  occasion  needless  expense,  the  Court 
may  throw  upon  them  the  expenses  of  such 
conduct,  as  was  done  in  the  case  of  The 
Attorney  General  v.  Clack.  But  I  am  quite 
satisfied,  that  the  mere  filing  of  a  bill  will 
not  prevent  the  trustees  doing  acts  necessary 
for  the  due  execution  of  their  trust.  If  it 
were  so,  the  effect  of  it  might  often  be  to 
disappoint  the  object  of  the  trust,  as  the  dis- 
cretion is  often  such  as  the  Court  cannot  well 
exercise.  In  this  case,  it  is  not  alleged  that 
any  expense  or  inconvenience  has  arisen  firom 
such  appointment,  and  therefore  the  question 
in  Webb  v.  Lord  Shaftesbury  cannot  arise. 


G&AH,V.C.    ") 

c.  22,  1843;  V 
I.  11,  1844.  3 


WiGRAM,  V.C. 

Dec. 

Jan. 


TOWNSEND  V.  CARUS. 


Legacy — Charity — Religious  Purpose. 

A  testatrix,  by  her  will,  gave  the  residue 
of  her  estate  to  trustees,  *'  upon  trust,  to  pay, 
divide,  or  dispose  thereof,  unto  or  for  (he 
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benefit  of  such  societies,  subscriptions ,  or 
purposes,  {having  regard  to  the  glory  of  God 
in  the  spiritual  welfare  of  his  creatures), 
as  they  shall  in  their  discretion  see  fit;  and 
I  intreat  them  to  take  the  office  of  almoners 
of  my  residue,  and  permit  me  to  nominate 
them  executors  of  this  my  will:" — Held, 
that  the  trustees  were  bound  by  the  directions 
in  the  will  to  apply  the  whole  fund  to  reli- 
gious purposes ;  and  that,  therefore,  this  w<is 
a  good  charitable  bequest. 

The  testatrix,  Sarah  Atkins,  by  her  will, 
dated  in  1837»  after  giving  certain  pecuniary 
legacies,  bequeathed  the  residue  of  her  estate 
as  follows : — **  I  do  bequeath  the  residue 
and  remainder  of  my  property  and  effects 
(after  payment  of  my  debts,  &c.),  unto  my 
friends,  the  Rev.  W.  Cams,  of  &c.,  and 
the  Rev.  6.  Spence,  of  &c.,  upon  trust,  to 
pay,  divide,  or  dispose  thereof,  unto  or  for 
the  benefit  or  advancement  of  such  societies, 
subscriptions,  or  purposes  (having  regard  to 
the  glory  of  God  in  the  spiritual  welfare  of 
his  creatures),  as  they  shall  in  their  discre- 
tion see  fit ;  and  I  intreat  them  to  undertake 
the  office  of  almoners  of  my  residue,  and 
to  permit  me  to  nominate  them  to  be  exe- 
cutors of  my  will.  My  motive  in  thus 
constituting  these  gentlemen  my  residuary 
legatees  and  executors,  springs  from  the 
confidence  which  I  have  in  their  judgment 
and  fiuthfulness,  and  the  conviction  that 
they  will  apply  and  dispose  of  the  leddue 
of  my  little  property  in  a  better  manner  for 
the  fortherence  of  His  honour,  from  whom  I 
received  it  all,  than  I  myself  could,  did  I 
know  its  full  amount ;  and  I  pray  God  to 
bless  it  to  such  purposes,  and  to  bless  them 
in  the  disposal  of  it." 

The  testatrix  died  in  April  1843,  and  her 
will  was  duly  proved  by  her  executors. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaindfi*,  as  a 
pecuniary  legatee  under  the  will,  and  as  one 
of  the  next-of-kin  of  the  testatrix,  against 
the  executors  and  trustees  and  the  Attorney 
General ;  and  it  prayed  that  the  trusts  of  the 
will  might  be  carried  into  execution,  &c., 
and  that  the  residuary  bequest  contained  in 
the  will  might  be  declared  to  be  void,  and 
that  the  next-of-kin  were  entitled  to  such 
residue.  The  question  was,  whether  the 
bequest  of  the  residue  was  sufficiently  defi- 
nite to  take  effect  as  a  good  charitable 
•bequest 


Mr.  T.  V.  Prior,  for  the  plaintiff.— -The 
discretion  here  given  to  the  trustees  is  such 
as  to  enable  them  to  lay  out  the  fund  for 
purposes,  not  strictly  charitable  in  the  con- 
templation of  this  Court.  There  are  no 
words  in  the  will  shewing  an  intention  that 
those  purposes  should  be  charitable.  The 
word  *'  almoners"  merely  means  that  they 
should  be  distributors  of  her  property.  The 
rule  is,  that  where  by  the  trust  the  trustee  is 
bound  to  apply  the  fund  to  purposes  <^ 
charity  strictly  so  called,  there  the  trust  is 
effectual ;  but  if  the  trustees  have  a  discre* 
tion  to  apply  the  fund  to  piurposes  beyond 
those  which  this  Court  understands  as  cha- 
ritable, the  trust  is  ineffectual.  In  this  case 
the  trust  is  too  indefinite  for  the  Court  to 
carry  it  into  execution ;  the  trustees  there- 
fore take  the  residue  for  the  benefit  of  the 
next-of-kin. 

Morice  v.  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  9  Ves^ 

399. 
James  v.  Allen,  3  Mer.  17. 
Browne  v.  Yeale,  7  Ves.  50,  n. 
The  Attorney  General  v.  Stepney,  10 

Ves.  22. 
Baker  V,  Sutton,  1  Keen,  232;  s.  c.  5 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  264. 
Williams  v.  Kershaw^  5  Law  J.  Rep* 

(n.s.)  Chanc.  84. 
Mitford  V.  Reynolds,  1  Turn.  &  Phil. 
185;  8.  c.  12  Law  J.   Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chanc.  40. 
Mr.  RoUf  for  the  trustees. — The  tenn 
"  charity,''  as  defined  by  the  43  Eliz.  c.  4, 
and  the  decisions  of  this  Court,  will  com* 
prebend  the  purposes  of  this  trust.    A  reli* 
gious  purpose  is  a  charitable  purpose — 
Baker  v.   Sutton.     So  also  is  a  "pious*' 
purpose — The  Attorney  General  v.  Her^ 
rickO). 

[WioRAH,  V.C— The  word  *'  charitable" 
occurred  there.] 

If  the  trustees  were  to  apply  this  fund  to 
purposes  other  than  religious  or  pious,  they 
would  be  accountable  in  this  court.  Their 
discretion,  though  large,  is  strictly  limited 
to  such  purposes ;  therefore  the  Court  will 
execute  this  trust.  In  EUis  v.  Selby  (2), 
the  bequest  was  **for  such  charitable  or 
other  purposes  as  the  trustees  should  think 
fit." 

(1)  Amb.  712. 

(2)  I  Mjl.  U  Cr.  286;   9.  e.  6  Law  J.  Rep. 
(m.b.)  Cbanc  214. 
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Mr.  Wray^  for  the  Attorney  General. — 
Where  tlie  trust,  by  the  words  of  the  will, 
is  strictly  confined  to  religious  purposes,  the 
Court  has  always  held  it  to  come  within  the 
term  "  charity." 

Mr.  Prwr  replied. 

WiGRAM,  V.  C. — The  question  argued 
before  me  was,  whether  this  was  a  bequest 
for  a  religious  purpose ;  and  upon  the  autho- 
rity of  Baker  v.  Sutton  I  must  hold  that  it 
is.  The  two  questions  to  be  considered  are» 
first,  whether  the  words,  '*  having  regard  to 
the  glory  of  God,"  &c.,  shew  a  religious 
purpose ;  and  secondly,  whether  those  words 
imperatavely  require  the  application  of  the 
whole  fund  to  such  a  purpose,  or  whether 
they  leave  it  to  the  trustees,  in  the  exercise 
ef  an  honest  discretion,  to  apply  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  the  fund  to  purposes,  not 
inconsistent  with,  but  not,  strictly  speaking, 
religious  purposes.  For  the  purpose  of 
answering  the  first  question,  I  think  the 
will  must  be  read  as  if  the  testatrix  had 
directed  the  property  to  be  applied  in  pro- 
moting the  spiritual  welfare  of  God's  cj^ea*' 
tores;  and  that  such  a  purpose  is  religious, 
and  therefore  charitable.  The  word  "al- 
moners"  fstvours  this  construction.  It  was 
said,  that  modes  of  expending  the  fund 
might  be  suggested,  conducive  indeed  to 
spiritual  welfare,  but  not  strictly  charitable. 
Without  saying,  whether  that  may  be  so  or 
not,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  if,  as  I  think, 
the  end  proposed  is  charitable,  no  expedient 
can  be  lawiVil  which  is  not  directly  condu- 
cive to  that  end.  The  end  cannot  lose  its 
charitable  purpose,  only  because  part  of  the 
machinery  be  not  so,  abstractedly  considered. 
Writing,  for  example,  is  no  part  of  grammar ; 
but  if  grammar  cannot  be  so  well  learned 
without  an  acquaintance  with  writing,  that 
may  justify  the  teaching  writing  in  a  gram- 
mar school ;  and  the  modem  decisions  have 
proceeded  upon  that  principle.  Upon  the 
second  point,  I  think  the  words,  '*  having 
regard  to  the  glory  of  Grod  in  the  spiritual 
welfare  of  his  creatures,"  even  if  read  as 
merely  directory,  will  restrict  the  trustees 
to  the  application  of  the  fund  to  religious 
purposes.  I  am  not  quite  dear  that,  in 
point  of  strict  construction,  the  words, 
''having  regard,"  &c.,  ought  not  to  be 
construed  with  the  immediate  antecedents, 
'*  societies  and  subscriptions,"  so  as  to  be 


descriptive  of  the  societies  and  subscriptions, 
as  the  purposes  indicated  by  the  testatrix. 
It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  rely  on  this. 
I  simply  direct  the  payment  of  the  legacy  to 
the  plaintiff.  The  costs  of  all  parties  to 
come  out  of  the  estate. 


HATHERTON  V,  BRADBOURNE. 


Lease  of  Mines  —  Payment  by  Instal- 
ments— Instalments  considered  as  Purchase 
Money, 

A  lease  was  granted  by  the  owners  of  the 
feCy  for  ninety-nine  years,  of  certain  lands, 
with  the  mines  under  them,  and  a  sum  of 
16,000/.  was  made  payable  by  instalments, 
with  power  to  the  lessors  of  re-entry  on  non~ 
payment.  The  lease  also  contained  a  cove-i 
nant  by  the  lessees  to  pay  a  rent  of  110/^, 
the  lessors  having  power  to  distrain  upon  non^ 
payment : — Held,  that  the  instalments  could 
not  be  considered  as  rent,  but,  in  fact,  cott- 
stituted  the  purchase-money,  and  were  in 
the  nature  of  a  personal  debt  owing  by  the 
lessees. 

The  bill  stated,  that  Robert  Hill  and 
Richard  Rothwell  were  seised  in  fee  simple, 
as  tenants  in  common,  in  equal  shares,  of 
certain  lands  and  tenements  at  Ettingshall, 
and  of  the  mines  of  coal,  iron,  stone,  clay, 
and  other  mines  and  minerals  in  and  under 
the  same;  and  that  by  an  indenture  of  the 
24th  of  July  1807,  in  consideration  of 
7,9982.,  paid  by  Samuel  Fereday  and  John 
Wilkinson,  their  executors,  administrators, 
or  assigns,  to  Robert  Hill,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  by  the  instal-^ 
ments  and  in  manner  therein  mentioned, 
and  also  in  consideration  of  tiie  like  further 
sum  of  7,9982.,  to  Richard  Rothwell,  paid 
in  the  same  manner,  the  said  R.  Hill 
and  R.  Rothwell  sold  and  disposed  of,  and 
granted  and  conveyed  unto  the  said  S.  Fere- 
day and  J.  Wilkinson,  their  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  Uie  mines,  veins, 
and  seams  of  coa],  iron,  iron-stone,  stone, 
and  clay,  in  or  under  the  said  lands  and 
tenements,  to  hold  unto  the  saidS.  Fereday 
and  J.  Wilkinson,  their  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  for  the  term  of  ninety- 
nine  years,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the 
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said  two  several  sums  of  7>998/.,  by  instal- 
ments of  666L  lOj.,  and  the  further  sum  of 
2802.  for  every  acre  exceeding  four  acres 
and  three  quarters,  (and  so  proportionably 
for  any  greater  or  less  quantity  than  an 
acre,)  from  or  under  which  any  of  the  said 
minerals  should  be  gotten  in  any  one  year, 
such  instalments  to  be  paid  on  the  24th  of 
September  in  every  year,  until  the  whole  sum 
should  be  paid.  The  said  indenture  then 
contained  a  proviso,  that  in  case  any  of  the 
said  instalments  of  the  said  respective  sums 
of  7,9982.  should  be  unpaid  for  the  space  of 
thirty  days,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  said 
Robert  Hill  and  Richard  Rothwell,  their 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  to 
enter  upon  the  said  mines,  or  upon  the  said 
lands,  or  any  of  them,  and  to  distrain  for 
the  said  instalments,  and  to  take,  seize,  sell, 
and  dispose  of  the  property  then  gotten  in 
such  manner  as  distresses  for  rent  in  arrear 
could  be  taken  and  disposed  of.  The  said 
indenture  also  contained  a  proviso,  that  in 
case  any  of  the  instalments  should  be  in 
arrear  for  sixty  days,  it  should  be  lawful 
for  the  lessors,  their  respective  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  to  enter  upon  the 
said  premises,  and  hold  the  same  for  their 
own  use  and  benefit,  and  after  such  re-entry 
should  be  made,  the  grant  and  conveyance 
thereby  made,  and  the  term  thereby  granted, 
and  every  clause,  matter,  and  thing  therein 
contained  on  the  part  and  behalf  of  the  said 
lessors,  their  respective  heirs,  executors,  and 
administrators,  should  cease  and  determine, 
and  become  utterly  void  and  of  none  effect. 
And  the  said  indenture  contained  a  covenant 
on  the  part  of  the  said  S.  Fereday  and  J. 
Wilkinson,  that  they  would  from  and  after 
the  25th  of  March  1808,  for  and  during  the 
aforesaid  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  from 
thenceforth,  and  for  so  limg  a  time  as  he  or 
they  should  be  continued  tenant  or  tenants 
of  the  said  lands  and  tenements,  and  until 
the  said  lands  should  be  levelled  and  re- 
stored in  manner  therein  mentioned,  and 
the  possession  thereof  relinquished  to  tlie 
said  R.  Hill  and  R.  Rothwell,  their  re- 
spective heirs  or  assigns,  yearly,  and  every 
year,  well  and  truly  pay  unto  the  said  R. 
Hill  and  R.  Rothwell,  their  executon  or 
assigns,  the  clear  annual  sum  of  1102.,  in 
equal  moieties,  on  the  days  therein  men- 
tioned ;  and  in  the  said  indenture  was  con- 
tained a  power  for  the  said  R.  Hill  and  R, 


Rothwell,  to  enter  and  distrain  upon  the 
premises,  in  case  the  rent  of  1 1 02.  should  be 
unpaid  for  the  space  of  thirty  days,  after  each 
of  the  respective  days  of  payment  thereof. 

The  biU  then  stated,  that  the  said  Robert 
Hill,  by  his  wiU,  dated  the  14th  of  January 
1 808,  amongst  other  things,  gave  and  de- 
vised, limited,  and  appointed  unto  W.  Mott, 
his  executors  and  assigns,  his  undivided  part 
and  share  of  and  in  the  messuage  or  tenement, 
lands,  and  other  hereditaments,  situate  at  £t- 
tingshall,  and  then  leased  to  Messrs.  Feieday 
&  Wilkinson,  for  the  term  of  ninety-nine 
years ;  and  the  testator  also  gave,  bequeathed, 
limited,  and  appointed  unto  the  said  William 
Mott,  three  of  the  instalments,  to  be  paid 
and  payable  by  the  said  Messrs.  Fereday  & 
Wilkinson,  on  the  account  thereof,  in  case 
they  or  any  of  them  should  be  paid  in  his 
lifetime;  and  the  testator  gave  1002.  to 
Charles  Allpont,  and  the  sum  of  4002.  to 
the  Rev.  Thomas  Bradboame ;  and  he  also 
gave  and  bequeathed  out  of  the  remainder 
of  the  instalments  for  the  said  mines,  when 
paid,  the  sum  of  5002.  towards  building 
a  chapel  at  MaU  Andall;  the  rest,  residue, 
and  remainder  of  the  instalments  for  the 
said  mines,  and  of  his  personal  estate  what- 
soever, he  gave  and  bequeathed  to  William 
Mott  and  S.  Bradboume,  to  be  equally 
divided  between  them,  share  and  share 
alike.  The  testator,  during  his  life,  receiv* 
ed  the  first  four  instalments  of  6662.  lOt. 
each,  which  became  payable  to  him,  under 
the  lease  of  the  mines,  and  after  his  deadi 
W.  Mott  converted  to  his  own  use,  in  satis- 
faction of  the  bequest  in  that  behalf  made 
to  him  by  the  testator,  the  three  next  instal- 
ments, received  by  him,  being  the  fifth, 
sixth,  and  seventh.  Upon  the  marriage  of 
John  Mott,  son  of  the  said  W.  Mott,  the 
share  of  the  said  W.  Mott,  in  the  property 
at  £ttingshall,  contained  in  the  said  lease, 
was  conveyed  by  William  Mott  to  the  trus- 
tees, upon  the  trusts  of  the  settlement,  sueh 
trusts  being  for  the  husband  and  wife  for  hfe, 
and  to  their  eldest  son  in  tail  male.  William 
Mott,  by  his  will,  dated  a  year  after  the 
marriage  settlement  of  his  son,  gave  the 
residue  of  his  penonal  estate  to  trustees,  to 
be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  freehold 
estates,  in  trust  for  his  son  John  Mott,  for 
life,  and  after  his  decease,  in  trust  for  John 
Mott's  eldest  son  for  life,  and  to  his  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail  male. 
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The  last  four  instalments,  under  the  lease, 
amounting  with  interest  to  3,977i.  58,  5d*f 
wore  leceiTed  by  S.  Bradboume,  the  sur* 
▼iving  executor  of  R.  Hill. 

The  present  bill  was  filed  to  have  the 
rights  of  the  parties  declared ;  and  the  ques- 
tion raised  was,  whether  the  instalments 
were  to  be  considered  as  rent,  under  the 
lease  of  the  mines,  and,  consequently, 
passed,  under  the  settlement  made  by  W, 
Mott,  upon  the  marriage  of  his  son  J.  Mott, 
or  whether  the  instalments  were  to  be  con- 
sideted  as  purchase-money,  and  so  pass 
under  the  will  of  W,  Mott. 

Mr.  Beiheli  and  Mr.  Craig^  for  the  trus* 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  ShadweU,  for 
the  persons  interested  under  the  settlement, 
contended,  that  the  instalments  must  be 
considered  in  the  nature  of  rent;  that  it  was 
merely  a  rent  for  twelve  years,  and  not 
purchase-money ;  that  a  lessor  had  a  right  to 
reserve  a  high  rent  for  a  certain  number  of 
yean,  and  &en  a  lower  rent  for  the  rest  of 
the  term.  It  was  certainly  true,  that  the 
power  of  distraining  upon  non-payment  of 
the  instalments  was  given  to  the  lessors, 
their  executon,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
and  not  to  their  heirs ;  but  that  made  no 
difference,  as  the  law  gave  it  to  the  heir 
without  any  expression  of  the  parties  to 
that  effect. 

Mr.  Pwrvis  and  Mr.  Greene^  for  the 
personal  representatives  of  R.  HiU. 

Mr.  Koe  and  Mr.  Freeling,  for  the  per- 
sons interested  under  the  ^l,  who  would 
take  in  case  the  instalments  were  considered 
as  purchase-money,  were  not  heard. 

The  Vice  Chancellor.  ^*  The  parties 
have  diawn  a  strong  distinction  themselves 
between  rent  and  purdiase-money ;  for  in 
the  first  part  of  the  deed,  there  is  a  gross 
sum  of  money  reserved  to  the  lessors,  with 
a  power  of  re-entry  in  case  of  non-payment, 
and  then  there  is  a  covenant  on  the  part  of 
the  lessees,  to  pay  a  rent  of  llOl.  per  an- 
num ;  with  a  power  of  distress  reserved  to 
the  lessors  in  case  of  non-payment  of  that 
rent.  Now,  this  is  strong  to  shew  the 
meaning  of  the  parties  themselves,  between 
rent  and  a  gross  sum  of  money.  I  do  not 
see  that  it  was  the  intention  to  reserve  any 
rent  in  that  part  of  the  deed  relating  to  the 
mines.    If  the  parties  choose  to  make  what 


they  call  a  lease  or  grant  for  a  number  of 
years,  without  reserving  any  rent,  I  cannot 
say  that  it  is  so  reserved.  I  do  not  think 
any  rent  has  arisen.  My  opinion  is,  that 
if  the  parties  had  agreed  that  they  would 
grant  such  an  instalment  as  this,  the  Court 
of  Chancery  would  not  have  reserved  any 
rent.  It  must  be  considered  in  the  nature 
of  a  personal  debt  owing  by  the  lessees  to 
the  lessors. 


K     BURRIDGE  V.  ROW. 


L.C. 
1843. 
March  11,  15, 
22,  23,  28. 

1844. 
March  13. 

Policy  of  Assurance — SeUoff-^TrusU 

Ay  entitled  to  a  foUey  of  assurance  on  a 
life,  declined  to  keep  up  the  policy,  ff, 
voluntarily,  and  without  any  contract  with  A^ 
paid  the  premiums  i-^Held,  affirming  the  de- 
cision of  the  Court  below,  that  the  only  right 
acquired  by  W,  was  the  right  of  repayment, 
with  or  without  interest,  of  the  sums  paid  by 
him,  and  that,  subject  thereto,  the  proceeds  of 
the  policy  on  the  falling  in  of  the  Ufe  belong- 
ed  to  A. 

W,  the  father  of  S,  the  intended  wife, 
on  the  marriage  of  S,  gave  a  bond  to  the 
trustees  of  the  marriage  settlement,  con- 
ditioned for  the  payment  of  5,0001,  at  his 
death,  R,  the  intended  husband  of  S,  cooe- 
nanted  with  the  trustees  to  pay  to  them  5,0001. 
after  his  death,  and  assigned  to  them  policies 
ofasswance  for  5,000^.,  with  a  declaration 
that  the  sums  received  in  respect  of  the  poli- 
cies, if  they  amounted  to  5,0002.,  were  to  be 
considered  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  covenant. 
The  trusts  of  this  5, 0002. ,  the  subject  of  the 
covenant,  were,  (in  the  events  that  happened) 
for  S,  for  Ufe,  with  remainder  to  R,  R,  after 
the  marriage,  became  bankrupt,  and  the  trus- 
tees proved,  as  a  debt  against  his  estate  for 
the  value  of  his  covenant,  and  the  sum  re- 
ceived in  respect  thereof  produeed4Sll,  stock, 
which  was  invested  in  their  names.  The 
assignees  ofR.  assigned  to  W,  all  the  interest 
of  R,  under  the  settlement,  whether  in  the 
4311.  or  the  pohey  fund.  R,  died,  and 
5,99  U.  stock,  the  produce  of  the  poUdes,  was 
invested  in  the  names  of  trustees,  W.  became 
bankrupt  and  died  i-^Held,  affirming  the  do* 
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vision  of  the  Court  below,  that  the  trustees  of 
the  settlement  were  entitled  to  hold  the  two 
sums  0/431/.  and  5,991/.  against  the  assign 
nees  of  W.  towards  satisfaction  of  the  bond 
ofW. 

The  particulars  of  this  case  will  he  found 
reported  in  1 1  Law  J,  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  369. 

The  assignees  of  Alderman  Winchester 
appealed  from  the  decision  of  K.  Bruce,  V.C. 

Mr.  Cooper,  Mr.  Bethell,  and  Mr,  WaU 
ford,  appeared  for  the  appellants ; 

Mr.  Briggs  for  the  trustees,  and    ■ 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  Mr.  J,  Russell,  and  Mr, 
Weiherell,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

In  addition  to  the  cases  cited  hefore  the 
Vice  Chancellor,  the  following  authorities 
were  referred  to. 

WiUiams  v.  Davies,  2  Sim.  461. 
Clarke  v.  Cort,  Cr.  &  Ph.  154 ;  s.  c.  10 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  113. 
Ex  parte  Whitaker,  I  Rose,  301. 
Ex  parte  Mitford,  1  Bro.  C.C.  398, 
MUford  T.  Mitford,  9  Ves.  87. 
Ex  parte  Turpin,  1  Dea.  &  Ch.  120; 

s.  c.  1  Law  J.  Rep.  (N.8.)Bankr.  46. 
Ex  parte  Young,  2  Mont.  &  Ayr.  228 ; 

s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Bankr.  60. 
Ex  parte  King,  2  Mont  &  Ayr.  410. 
Ex  parte  Hornby,  Buck.  351. 
Hankey  v.  Smith,  3  Term  Rep.  507« 
Ex  parte  Eggington,  Mont.  72. 
.  Ex  parte  Downes,  18  Ves.  290. 
Ex  parte  Solomon,  1  Glyn.  &  Jam.  25* 
Ex  parte  O'FerraU,  Ihid.  347. 
Ex  parte  Prescot,  1  Atk.  230. 
Keg  V.  FUnt,  8  Taunt.  21. 
Rose  V.  Hart,  Ihid.  499. 
Ex  parte  Stephens,  11  Ves.  24. 
Ranking  v.  Barnard,  5  Mad.  32. 
Ex  parte  Hunter,  6  Ves.  94. 
Whyte  ▼.  O'Brien,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  551. 
S?Ush  V.  Foster,  1  Ves.  sen.  88. 
Ex  parte  Havard,  Cooke's  Bank.  Laws, 

140. 
Ex  parte  Arkley,  Ihid.  142. 
Ex  parte  Boyle,  Ibid.  596. 

March  13,  1844. — The  Lord  Chancel- 
lor.—-This  is  a  question  arising  out  of  a 
settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  a  daugh- 
ter of  the  late  Alderman  Winchester,  wi&  a 
person  of  the  name  of  Row.     By  the  terms 


of  the  settlement.  Alderman  Winchester  exe* 
cuted  a  bond  for  the  sum  of  5,000/.  to  the 
trustees  under  that  settlement,  conditioned 
for  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  5,000/.  within 
six  months  after  his  death,  and  for  the  pay- 
ment of  interest  in  the  meantime  on  that 
sum.  The  interest  of  this  5,000/.  waa 
settled  on  his  daughter  for  her  life,  and  after 
her  death,  in  the  event  of  Row  (her  husband) 
surviving  her,  then  to  him  for  his  life,  and 
afterwards  for  the  children  of  the  marriage. 
On  the  other  side.  Row  covenanted  that  his 
executors  should  pay  5,000/«  within  six 
months  after  his  death,  and  he  assigned  two 
p<^icies  of  assurance  on  his  life,  one  for  the 
amount  of  3,000/.,  and  the  other  for  the 
amount  of  2,000/.  as  a  guanuitee  for  that 
payment.  That  5,000/.  was  settled  also 
upon  Sarah  Winchester,  the  wife,  for  her 
life ;  after  her  death  upon  the  children ;  and 
in  the  event  of  there  being  no  children,  then 
it  was  to  go  to  Mr.  Row. 

The  marriage  took  effect,  and  within 
three  years  after  the  marriage  Row  became  a 
bankrupt  The  trustees  applied  to  prove 
for  the  debt  that  would  become  payable 
upon  the  death  of  Row  under  the  commis- 
sion. They  were  allowed  to  do  so,  and  the 
value  of  that  contingent  debt  was  estimated 
at  1 ,600/.  and  upwiffds,  and  they  proved  for 
that  sum,  and  received  dividends  accordingly, 
and  those  dividends  were  invested.  After 
the  bankruptcy  of  Row,  who  had  covenanted 
to  keep  the  policies  on  foot  by  paying  the 
premiums  fiom  time  to  time,  he  ceased  to 
pay  them,  and  they  were  paid  byAIdennan 
Winchester,  and  after  Alderman  Winchester 
ceased  to  pay  the  premiums  they  were  paid 
by  the  daughter  (1),  and  the  policies  were 
thus  kept  on  foot.  They  were  ultimately  de- 
ducted from  the  250/.,  the  interest  upon  the 
5,000/.  payable  to  the  daughter.  It  appears 
that  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  and  when 
appUcation  wasmade  toprove  under  the  com. 
mission,  the  assignees,  who  must  have  been 
aware  of  the  existence  of  the  policies,  de- 
clined to  take  these  securities.  They  would 
have  had  a  right  to  them,  of  course,  upon 
the  proof  for  the  1,600/.  which  was  the 
equivalent  for  the  debt.  But  it  is  probable 
that  at  that  time  they  were  considered  of  no 
value ;  there  was  no  reason  to  suppose  that 
Row  would  die  soon,  and  they  did  not,  I 

(1)  It  did  not  clearly  appear  that  Mrs.  Burridg^ 
had,  in  fact,  paid  anj  of  the  premiunu. 
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imagine,  choose  to  incumber  themselyes  with 
the  payment  of  the  premiums  for  the  pur- 
pose of  keeping  the  policies  on  foot.  They 
therefore  allowed  the  trustees  to  retain  the 
policies.  Soon  after  the  bankruptcy,  Alder-> 
man  Winchester  applied  to  the  assignees  to 
pnrcbase  the  rcTersionary  interest  of  Row, 
that  is,  the  reversionary  interest  under  the 
5,000^.  bond,  and  the  reversionary  interest 
under  the  policy  fund  which  was  payable 
by  Row  himself,  and  accordingly  that  pur- 
chase was  completed  at  the  price  of  100/., 
and  a  regular  deed  of  assignment  was  made 
by  the  assignees  under  Row's  commission  to 
Alderman  Winchester.  Some  time  after 
this,  in  the  year  1882,  Row  died,  and  upon 
his  death  application  was  made  by  the  trus- 
tees to  the  insurance  offices,  and  ultimately 
they  paid  the  policies  to  the  trustees.  The 
trustees  invested  the  sums  which  they  re- 
ceived, and  the  accumulated  fiind  amounted 
at  the  time  when  this  question  arose  to  nearly 
6,0001.  Alderman  Winchester  became  a 
bankrupt  in  the  year  1838,  and  within  a  few 
weeks  after  his  bankruptcy  he  died,  and  a 
question  arose  between  Mrs.  Row,  who  after- 
wards married  Buiridge,  the  present  plaintiff, 
and  the  assignees  under  Alderman  Winches- 
ter's bankruptcy,  as  to  their  relative  rights 
to  these  trust  funds. 

The  first  question  is,  as  to  the  policy 
firnd.  There  can  be  no  question,  I  think, 
that  as  to  this  fund  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Burridge 
are  entitled  to  the  income  of  it  during 
the  life  of  Mrs.  Burridge.  The  question 
is,  as  to  the  interest  of  Row  which  passed 
to  his  assignees,  and  was  assigned  by  them 
to  Alderman  Winchester,  and,  by  the 
bankruptcy  of  Alderman  Winchester,  be- 
came vested  in  his  assignees.  With  respect 
to  that,  it  is  material  to  consider  what 
was  the  position  of  Alderman  Winchester 
at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy.  The  trus- 
tees had  his  bond  for  5,0002.  As  between 
Alderman  Winchester  and  the  trustees 
there  was  a  credit  in  &vour  of  the  trusteest 
The  bond  was  proveable  indeed  under  the 
commission,  and  it  was  proveable  for  the 
full  amount,  or  nearly  the  full  amount; 
because,  although  the  principal  was  payable 
at  a  future  day,  as  the  interest  in  the 
meantime  was  payable  from  time  to  time» 
it  was  the  same  thing  as  if  the  principal 
had  been  immediately  payable.  That  was 
clearly,  therefore,  a  credit  in  favour  of  the 


trustees.  On  the  other  side,  Alderman  Win- 
chester had  a  regular  assignment  of  the  re*- 
versionary  interest  in  the  policy  fund,  and 
in  the  other  fiind  he  had  a  regular  assign- 
ment firom  the  assignees  of  Row.  That  was 
a  credit  on  his  side  as  against  the  trustees 
under  the  settlement.  It  is  immaterial,  in 
questions  of  this  nature,  when  you  are  con- 
sidering the  mutual  credit  between  parties, 
whether  the  money  is  payable  at  the  time  of 
the  bankruptcy  or  not.  The  question  Is  the 
credit.  I  think,  under  these  circumstances, 
that  this  must  be  considered  as  a  case  of 
mutual  credit,  according  to  the  liberal  inter** 
pretation  that  has  been  given  to  those  words 
of  the  statute  in  the  different  decisions  that 
have  taken  place  on  the  subject.  There  was 
a  credit  on  the  one  side  in  fistvour  of  the  assig- 
nees ;  a  credit  on  the  other  side  in  favour  of 
Alderman  Winchester;  and  whatever  were 
the  rights  and  liabilities  of  Alderman  Win- 
chester at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy,  they 
would  pass  to  his  assignees.  Therefore,  I 
think,  ihia  is  a  case  of  mutual  credit. 

But  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide  the  question 
on  that  point,  as  I  think  it  also  comes  within 
the  principle  of  retainer*  Alderman  Win« 
Chester  was  indebted  to  the  trustees  under 
the  settlement  to  which  he  was  a  party.  By 
purchase  firom  the  assignees  of  Row,  Alder- 
man Winchester  acquired  the  interest  of 
Row  under  the  same  settlement,  and  had  A 
claim  upon  the  trustees  under  that  settle- 
ment. There  was  a  liability  to  the  trustees 
under  the  settlement  by  Alderman  Winches-* 
ter,  who  was  a  party  to  it,  and  there  was  a 
claim  by  him  under  it.  I  think,  therefore, 
the  doctrine  of  retainer  applies.  It  does  not 
come  precisely  vrithin  the  cases  of  Priddy  v* 
Ro8e{2\  and  SmUh  v.  Sn»Uh{^\  and  that 
class  of  cases,  but  it  comes  within  the  prin- 
ciple of  those  cases.  If  Row  or  his  assignees 
had  been  the  claimants,  the  principle  would 
not  have  applied,  but  the  moment  Alderman 
Winchester,  who  had  a  liability  under  the 
settlement  to  which  he  was  a  party,  became 
entitled  to  Row's  interest  by  the  assignment 
from  Row's  assignees,  I  think  the  principle 
directly  and  distinctly  applies.  He  has  a 
claim  and  a  liability  under  the  settlement  to 
which  he  is  a  party,  and  it  would  be  con-* 
trary  to  every  principle  of  equity  and  justice 

(2)  8  Mer.  86. 

(3)  1  Yoa.  &  Col.  388, 
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that  he  should  be  entitled  to  enforce  his 
claim  against  the  trastees  without  paying 
that  which  he  owes  to  the  trust  fund.  I 
think,  therefore,  under  these  circumstances, 
whether  this  case  is  considered  as  a  case  of 
mutual  credit  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  or 
as  a  case  of  retainer,  the  assignees  of  Alder* 
man  Winchester  are  not  entitled  to  this  re- 
versionary interest,  or  to  the  enjoyment  of 
it,  until  they  make  good  the  claim  which  the 
trustees  of  Uiat  settlement  have  against  Al- 
derman Winchester's  estate. 

This  brings  me  to  the  consideration  of  the 
other  circumstances,  namely,  those  which 
relate  to  the  dividend  fund.  The  assignees 
of  Row  might  have  taken  possession  of  those 
policies,  and  made  what  they  could  of  them, 
if  they  had  thought  right,  at  the  time  of  the 
proof.  The  policies  were  the  guarantees  for 
that  fund,  that  debt,  which  Row  was  bound 
to  pay,  or  secure  the  payment  of,  six  months 
after  his  death.  They  did  not  choose  to  do 
it,  probably  for  the  reasons  I  have  before 
stated,  namely,  because  they  must  have 
kept  ihe  policies  on  foot  in  order  to  render 
them  available,  and  they  did  not  think  it 
worth  their  while  to  do  so.  They  therefore 
abandoned  that  fund;  they  ahawleiied  the 
policies.  Theywerekeptonfootbypayments, 
in  the  first  instance,  by  Alderman  Winchester, 
and  afterwards  by  Mrs.  Burridge.  Alderman 
Winchester  has  been  reimbursed  the  pay- 
ments which  he  made.  Application  was 
made  (I  believe,  by  the  direction  of  the  Vice 
Cfaanoellor)  to  the  assignees  of  Row,  to  know 
whether  they  had  any  claim  upon  the  divi- 
dend fund.  They  said  they  had  no  claim 
upon  it,  and,  I  think,  they  acted  fairly  and 
properly;  for  having  Ibnnerly  abandoned 
the  poHcy  fund  on  whi^  they  might  have 
claimed  (probably  for  the  reasons  I  have 
before  stated),  they  had  no  right  injustice,  at 
least,  afterwards,  upon  finding  that  that  fiind 
was  an  available  fund,  in  consequence  of  the 
payments  of  the  premiums  made  by  Alder- 
man Winchester  and  Mrs.  Buzridge,  to  tarn 
round  and  say,  "  We  claim  the  fund,*'  or 
"  We  claim  the  dividends  of  the  fund ;"  and 
they  therefore  acted  perfectly  right  in  dis* 
claiming  all  interest  in  it.  The  question 
then  is,  did  that  dividend  fund  pass  to  Alder* 
man  Wmehester  or  not  ?  I  think,  looking 
to  the  deed,  that  neither  by  the  language  nor 
by  the  Intention  of  the  parties  did  that  fund 
pass.     But  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  that 


question,  for  this  reason,  that  if  the  fund  did 
pass,  it  will  follow  the  &te  of  the  other  fund, 
and  be  subject  to  the  same  questions  and 
the  same  principles.  Therefore,  I  think, 
that  neither  with  respect  to  the  dividend 
fund  nor  the  policy  fund,  have  the  assignees 
of  Alderman  Winchester  any  claim  whatever 
upon  them,  until  they  make  good  the  sum 
which  they  owed  to  the  trustees.  If  tiiey 
do  make  that  sum  good  (they  probably 
vdll  not  do  so,  because  it  is  larger  than  their 
own  claim),  then  they  may  raise  a  question 
as  to  the  construction  of  the  deed  with  respect 
to  the  dividends.  It  is  unnecessary  finally 
to  decide  that  question,  for  the  purpose  of 
doing  justice  in  this  suit.  I  think  this  was 
the  view  which  was  ultimately  taken  by  the 
Vice  Chancellor  on  the  two  occasions  when 
the  question  came  before  him ;  therefore  his 
judgment  must  be  affirmed,  and  with  costs. 
The  assignees  of  Alderman  Winchester  will 
pay  the  costs  of  the  suit,  and  will  have  their 
costs  out  of  the  estate.  They  have  acted 
fidrly  and  bond  fide  with  a  view  to  the  interest 
of  that  estate. 


K.  Bruce,  V.C. 
March  28 


■'■} 


WARBEN    9.    F08TLE- 
WAYTE. 


Practice. — 23rd  and  2ith  Orders  of  Au- 
gust, 1841. 

On  a  moUan  to  enter  a  memorandum  of 
eervice  of  a  copy  of  the  bill  on  a  defen^ 
dani,  under  the  24th  Order  of  the  26ih  of 
AnguBt  1841,  it  should  appear  by  afi* 
davit  thai  the  service  teas  made  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

The  23rd  Order  of  the  2eth  of  August 
1841,  M  not  satined  by  serving  a  drfendamt 
witha  copy  of  the  ofieeeopy  of  the  bill. 

This  was  a  motion  for  leave  to  enter 
memorandums  of  service  of  copies  of  a  bill 
on  two  defendants,  under  the  24th  Order 
of  the  26th  of  August  1841  (1). 

The  affidavit  in  support  of  the  motion 
stated,  that  one  of  the  dsfendants  had  been 
served  with  a  true  copy  of  the  bill,  without 
mentioning,  however,  how  that  copy  was 
made ;  and  also  stated,  that  the  other  de- 
fendant had  been  served  with  a  true  copy 
of  the  office  copy  of  the  bill. 

(1)  Ord.  Can.  171 ;  8.0.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (ha) 
Chaiie.  4IS. 
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The  affidavit  did  not  state  whete  service 
was  niade  on  the  defendants. 

Mr.  David  Jones^  for  the  motion. 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C.  said,  he  had  held 
that  it  was  necessary  that  the  affidavit  should 
state  that  the  service  was  made  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court ;  and  that  he  con- 
tinued to  be  of  that  opinion.  The  affidavit 
was,  therefore,  defective  in  that  particular. 
He  added,  that  he  did  not  require  that  the 
precise  spot  where  the  service  was  made 
should  be  stated;  and  that  he  should  be 
satisfied  with  the  statement  that  it  was  made 
within  the  jurisdiction.  He  thought  also 
that  the  affidavit  was  defective  in  another 
point,  as  it  stated  that  one  of  the  defendants 
was  served  with  a  copy  of  the  office  copy  of 
the  bill.  He  thought,  that  the  direction  in 
the  23rd  Order,  that  the  defendant  should 
be  served  with  a  "  copy  of  the  bill,"  was  not 
satisfied  by  serving  him  with  a  copy  of  the 
office  copy.  He  did  not  require,  however, 
any  statement  as  to  how  the  copy  was  made, 
but  should  be  satisfied  with  the  simple  state- 
ment that  the  defendant  had  been  served 
with  a  copy  of  the  bill. 

On  the  following  day, — 

His  Honour  said,  he  had  mentioned  both 
points  to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  and  the 
Vice  Chancellor  of  England,  and  that  they 
had  concurred  with  him  in  the  views  he  had 
taken. 


Note^ — An  opinioo,  on  this  point  of  practice, 
YfM  pronoonced  by  V.C.  Wigram,  on  the  29th 
of  Mftrch  1844,  referring  to  a  case  of  Coleman  v. 
Rackbam.  which  had  come  before  his  HoDour  on 
the  6th  of  May  1843.  in  which  service  of  a  copy  of 
the  bill,  whicn  had  been  examined  with  the  office 
copy,  waa  allowed  to  be  snfficient.  Bat  his  Honour 
now  stated  that  the  copy  of  the  bill,  serred  under 
the  24th  Order,  ought  to  have  been  examined,  either 
with  the  engrossment  of  the  bill  or  with  some  other 
docomeDt  which  had  been  so  examined. 


K.  Bruce 
March 


,V.C.\ 
28.      J 

Pauper — Contemp  /. 


OLDFIELD  V,  COBBETT. 


Order  made  thai  a  defendant,  in  contempt 
for  non-^ymeni  of  eoits,  might  appear  in 
fannk  pauperis,  for  the  sois  and  Umited 
purpose  of  clearing  his  contempt. 
New  Seeibs,  XIII.— Cranc. 


The  defendant  had  given  a  notice  of  mO" 
tion  that  he  might  defend  the  suit  generally 
in  formd  pauperis: — Held,  that  the  above 
order  might  be  made  on  this  notice  of  motion. 

Also,  that  the  circumstance  that  the  defen^ 
dant  was  sued  as  an  executor,  did  not  pre- 
elude  him  from  obtaining  the  above  order. 

The  defendant  Cobbett  was  sued  in  this 
cause  as  an  executor,  and  having  incurred 
costs,  was,  on  the  non-payment  thereof^ 
committed  to  prison  for  contempt. 

A  motion  was  now  made  that  he  might 
defend  the  suit  in  formd  pauperis, 

A  preliminary  objection  was  taken  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  hearing  of  the  motion,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  not  competent  to  the 
defendant  to  move,  as  he  was  in  contempt. 

It  was  argued  for  the  defendant,  that  the 
general  rule  did  not  apply  to  such  a  case  as 
this.  If  a  defendant,  reduced  to  poverty  in 
the  course  of  a  suit,  and  put  into  contempt 
from  his  inability  to  pay  costs  already  in- 
curred, was  to  be  held  unable,  by  reason  of 
this  contempt,  to  take  any  steps  to  defend 
the  suit  in  formd  pauperis,  it  would  amount 
to  a  denial  of  justice.  Wilson  v.  Bates  {I) 
was  cited. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended,  that 
there  was  no  such  exception  to  the  rule. 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C.  said,  he  thought 
the  defendant  could  not  be  heard,  with  this 
exception,  that  he  might  be  allowed  to  apr 
pear  in  formd  pauperis  and  take  proceedings 
for  the  purpose  of  clearing  his  contempt. 
He  would,  therefore,  make  the  order  that 
the  defendant  should  appear  ta  formd  pau^ 
peris,  for  the  sole  and  limited  purpose,  how- 
ever, of  clearing  his  contempt. 

It  was  then  objected,  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiflf,  that  such  an  order  would  not  come 
within  the  terms  of  the  notice  of  motion, 
which  was,  that  the  defendant  should  de- 
fend the  suit  generally  in  formd  pauperis; 
but— 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C.  said,  that  it  seemed 
to  him,  on  a  liberal  and  considerate,  but  not 
unjust  view  of  the  notice  of  motion,  to  be 
within  it. 


(1)3  Myl.  St  Cr.  197 ;  s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chanc  131. 
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It  was  then  objected,  that  as  the  defen- 
dant was  an  executor,  he  would  not  be 
allowed  to  defend  in  forma  pauperis — Old- 
field  V.  CobbeU  (2). 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C.  held,  that  as  the 
motion  related  to  a  matter  in  which  the 
defendant  was  personally  concerned,  he  might 
make  the  above  order  without  trenching  on 
the  authority  of  the  case  decided  by  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Common  order  to  defend  in  form4 
pauperis  limited  to  the  object  of 
clearing  the  contempt, 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr,  Addis,  for  the 
motion. 

Mr,  Simpkinson  and  Mr,  Bacon,  for  the 
plaintiff. 


L.C. 

"< 

1842. 

THE  MAYOR,  ALDERMEN, 

Dec.  20. 

AND  BURGESSES  OF  THB» 

1843. 

BOROUGH  OP  CLIFTON 

Jan.  16,  17, 

18. 

DARTMOUTH  HARDNESS 

1844. 

V.   HOLDSWORTH. 

Feb.  28. 

J 

Corporation — Bond — Expense  of  Defend- 
ing Quo  Warrantos  against  Members  of  a 
Corporation, 

Quo  warrantos  were  filed  against  some 
members  of  a  corporation,  the  validity  of 
whose  appointment  depended  on  the  validity 
of  an  old  bye-law  of  the  corporation.  At  a 
meeting  of  the  corporate  body,  the  members 
agreed  that  the  town  clerk  should  defend  the 
quo  warrantos,  and  one  of  the  members  was 
requested  to  attend  to  the  defence  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  the  other  members,  but  no  re- 
solution to  that  effect  was  passed  and  entered 
in  their  books.  The  defence  was  unsuccessful, 
and  the  last-mentioned  member  paid  the  ex- 
penses, for  the  amount  of  which,  the  corpor- 
ation gave  a  bond,  A  bill  filed  to  have  this 
bond  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  was  diS'^ 
missed  with  costs. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  the  corporation 
of  Dartmouth  against  Mr.  Arthur  Howe 
Holdsworth,  and  it  prayed  that  a  bond 

(2)  3  BeaT.  432  i  8.  c.  10  Law  J.  Uep.  (n.s.) 
Cbanc.  232. 


which  had  been  given  by  the  corporation  to 
Mr.  Holdsworth  for  1,249Z.  8«.  9d,  in  May 
1 833,  might  be  declared  to  have  been  un- 
duly obtained,  and  might  be  decreed  to  be 
delivered  up  to  the  plaintiffs  to  be  cancelled. 
The  defendant  had  brought  an  action  on 
the  bond,  for  a  report  of  which,  see  11  Ad^ 
4*  El,  490 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J,  Rep,  (n.s.) 
Q.B.  121. 

The  particulars  of  the  case  and  of  die  evi- 
dence are  so  fully  stated  in  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor's judgment,  that  it  seems  unnecessary 
to  repeat  them. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  dismissed  the  bill, 
with  costs;  and  the  plaintiffs  appealed  to 
the  Lord  Chancellor. 

Mr,  Teed,  Mr,  Willeock,  and  Mr,  Dick- 
inson, appeared  for  the  plaintiffs,  and — 

Mr,  Wakefield,  Mr,  Bethell,  and  Mr, 
Wright,  for  the  defendant. 

The  following  authorities  were  cited : — 

The  Attorney  General  v.  the  Corpora^ 
tion  of  Norwich,  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  406. 

The  Attorney  General  v.  Wilson,  Cr.  & 
Ph.  1 ;  s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chanc.  53. 

The  Charitable  Corporation  v.  Sutton, 
2  Atk.  400. 

1  Story  on  Equity  Jurisprudence,  161. 

Gartside  v.  Isherwood,  1  Bro.  C.C.  560. 

The  Corporation  of  Colchester  v.  Low- 
ten,  1  Yes.  &  Bea.  226. 

Daubeny  v.  Cockburn,  1  Mer.  626. 

Scroggs  v.  Scroggs,  Amb.  272. 

Feb.  28. — The  Lord  Chancellor. — 
This  was  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  bond,  which  had 
been  executed  by  the  corporation  of  Dart- 
mouth to  Mr.  Holdsworth  for  about  1,200/., 
The  ground  on  which  the  plainti£b  insist 
that  the  bond  should  be  delivered  up  is, 
that  it  was  obtained  by  fraud  or  misrepre- 
sentation, and  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
generally  are  these.  The  particular  point  in 
the  controversy  I  shall  consider  more  fully 
presently.  Mr.  Holdsworth  was  a  member  of 
the  corporation  of  Dartmouth,  and  had  great 
influence  in  that  corporation ;  the  principal 
offices  of  the  corporation  were  filled  by  his 
friends  and  connexions ;  he  represented  the 
borough  in  parliament,  and  generally  in 
elections  his  recommendation  was  attended 
to.     He  was  what  U3ed  to  be  called  the  pa- 
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tron  of  the  borough,  in  old  and  less  pure  times 
than  the  present.  Certain  proceedings  had 
been  instituted  by  the  opposite  party  in  the 
borough,  for  the  purpose  of  calling  in  ques- 
tion the  titles  of  many  of  the  leading  members 
of  the  corporation.  Thirteen  or  fourteen 
quo  warrantos,  or  informations  in  the  nature 
of  quo  ufarranioSf  had  been  obtained  and 
issued.  In  consequence  of  this,  a  meeting 
of  the  corporation  was  held ;  it  was  held 
after  notice,  and  it  is  stated,  that  all  the 
members  of  the  corporation  who  were  in  the 
town,  attended  that  meeting :  and  the  ques- 
tion was  discussed,  as  to  whether  or  not 
these  quo  warrantos  should  be  defended; 
and  it  was  at  last  resolved  unanimously 
that  they  should  be  defended.  Mr.  Holds- 
worth  was  present  at  that  meeting,  and  he 
was  requested  to  attend  to  the  defence,  and 
do  what  was  necessary  for  that  purpose. 
Accordingly  he  went  up  to  London  and  had 
communication  with  the  parties,  and  the 
defence  was  carried  on.  Ultimately,  how- 
ever, it  was  discovered  that  no  effectual 
defence  could  be  made.  The  question  turned 
upon  the  validity  of  a  bye-law,  and  judg- 
ment of  ouster  was  pronounced  against  the 
different  members. 

These  proceedings  were  conducted  by 
the  town  clerk,  who  generally  acted  as  soli- 
citor and  attorney  for  the  corporation.  The 
corporation  had  a  very  scanty  income,  about 
1,100^.  a  year,  and  they  were  not  much  in 
fimds;  and  Mr.  Holdsworth  advanced  money 
from  time  to  time  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
the  expenses  of  these  proceedings,  and  ulti- 
mately the  bill  amounted  to  about  1,290/., 
and  that  whole  sum  was  paid  by  Mr.  Holds- 
worth.  That  being  so,  after  some  time  he 
applied  to  the  corporation  to  reimburse 
him,  and  the  corporation  had  a  meeting  for 
that  purpose,  which  was  convened  by  public 
notice,  and  the  object  of  that  meeting  was 
stated  in  that  notice.  The  parties  assembled, 
and,  after  consideration  and  inquiry,  a  bond 
was  given,  as  they  were  not  in  funds,  for  the 
amount  to  Mr.  Holdsworth,  and  the  corpo- 
rate seal  was  affixed  to  that  bond  by  the 
unanimous  opinion  of  that  meeting.  Two 
years'  interest  was  paid  in  the  two  successive 
years  upon  that  bond.  At  last  came  the 
Municipal  Corporation  Act ;  a  new  set  of 
men  came  into  the  corporation,  influenced 
by  purer  views  and  motives ;  arid  the  ques- 


tion was,  whether  this  bond  should  be  paid. 
They  refused  to  pay  interest  any  longer- 
Mr.  Holdsworth  brought  an  action — that 
action  was  tried  at  Exeter,  I  believe,  before 
Mr.  Baron  Parke,  and  a  special  verdict  was 
found.  There  were  pleas  put  in  of  a  special 
character,  one  a  plea  of  fraud,  which  was 
negatived  by  the  jury ;  a  second  plea  to 
this  effect,  that  the  corporation  had  not 
authorized  the  defence,  or  authorized  Mr. 
Holdsworth  to  take  measures  for  the  defence, 
and,  therefore,  as  he  had  paid  the  money, 
under  such  circumstances,  the  corporation 
was  not  justified  in  affixing  the  corporate 
seal  to  the  bond  for  the  reimbursing  him. 
That  was  the  plea  in  substance.  It  was 
found  by  the  jury  on  that  plea,  that  the 
corporation  had  not  authorized  the  defence, 
but  as  matter  of  law  they  referred  it  to  the 
Court,  whether,  under  such  circumstances, 
the  bond  could  be  sustained.  It  came  before 
the  Court,  and  the  Court  were  of  opinion 
that  the  bond  was  a  legal  bond.  It  was 
given  before  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act ; 
and  the  question  was,  what  was  the  law  at 
that  time ;  and  the  Court  considered,  that 
where  the  title  of  the  corporators  was  at- 
tacked, it  was  a  legitimate  application  of 
the  corporate  funds  to  defend  the  title  of 
the  corporators ;  therefore,  judgment  was 
pronounced  for  Mr.  Holdsworth. 

Now  the  case  has  come  into  this  court ; 
and  it  is  said,  that  the  transaction  was  frau- 
dulent ;  that  on  affixing  the  seal  to  the 
bond  at  the  meeting  to  which  I  have  re- 
ferred, a  misrepresentation  took  place ;  that 
that  influenced  some  of  the  members,  and 
that  the  transaction  therefore  cannot,  in 
equity,  be  sustained.  It  is  also  stated,  that 
some  of  the  parties  who  attended  that  meet- 
ing and  voted,  were,  in  fact,  interested,  for 
they  themselves  were  liable  to  pay  these 
costs,  and  that  under  such  circumstances 
the  transaction  cannot  be  sustained.  There- 
fore, it  is  material  to  consider  what  took 
place  at  that  meeting,  and  also  to  consider 
what  took  place  at  the  previous  meeting  at 
which  it  is  stated  the  corporation  authorized 
the  proceedings. 

I  have  already  stated  generally  how  that 
was.  Upon  the  quo  warrantos  coming 
down,  a  meeting  of  the  corporators — those 
who  governed  and  directed  the  affairs  of  the 
corporation — was  held,  and  at  that  meeting 
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it  was  resolved  by  every  person  present — 
unanimously  resolved— -all  the  corporators 
living  in  the  town  being  present  at  that  meet- 
ing, and  the  meeting  being  regularly  con- 
vened,— ^it  was  resolved  that  the  corporation, 
or  the  title  of  the  corporators,  should  be  de- 
fended. No  individual  had  any  particular 
interest  in  defending  his  case,  because  it 
was  not  an  individual  question  as  to  any 
conduct  in  a  particular  corporator.  The 
whole  question  turned  on  the  validity  of  a 
bye-law  affecting  the  corporation  at  large. 
There  is  no  doubt,  therefore,  and  it  is  proved, 
and  there  is  no  contradictory  evidence,  that 
all  the  persons  present  at  that  meeting 
authorized  the  defence. 

But  then  there  was  no  legal  act — ^there 
was  no  resolution  entered  in  the  books — 
there  was  no  corporate  act  done  at  that 
time,  to  make  it  a  valid  act ;  and  therefore 
the  jury  were  justified  in  the  verdict  which 
they  found,  that  they  were  not  defended  at 
the  instance  of  the  corporation.  They  were 
defended  at  the  instance  of  the  members  of 
the  corporation  who  were  present  at  that 
meeting — a  verbal  authority  was  given, 
and  nothing  more.  It  is  material  to  mention 
that  circumstance,  and  to  state  what  actually 
took  place  with  reference  to  the  meeting 
afterwards  held  when  the  bond  was  given. 
I  state  generally  there  is  no  conflicting  evi- 
dence as  to  what  took  place  at  that  first 
meeting.  Three  gentlemen  of  respectability 
state  positively  on  their  oaths,  that  all  the 
parties  were  unanimous,  and  there  is  no 
contradictory  evidence;  and  I  have  stated 
what  I  have  stated,  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
conciling my  view  of  the  case  with  the 
verdict  of  the  jury.  The  jury  were  jus- 
tified in  the  verdict  they  pronounced,  in 
saying,  that  there  was  no  authority ;  that 
the  coTK,ration  gave  no  authority  for  the 
defence.  There  was  no  legal  corporate  act 
authorizing  the  defence ;  the  individual 
members  of  the  corporation  present  at  that 
meeting  might  have  given  a  legal  and  cor- 
porate authority  for  the  defence,  but  that 
they  omitted  to  do.  The  verdict,  there- 
fore, was  perfectly  proper  in  that  re- 
spect. It  is  materia],  therefore,  to  bear  this 
transaction  in  mind  when  we  come  to  the 
consideration  of  what  took  place  at  the  time 
when  the  bond  was  executed.  I  have  men- 
tioned that  that  meeting  where  the  bond  was 


executed,  was  convened  regularly  by  a  no* 
tice  stating  the  object  of  the  meeting,  and 
the   parties  assembled.     There   were   two 
persons  (Harris  and  Codner  are  their  names 
I  think)  upon  whose  evidence  alone  this 
case  rests  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  in  this 
suit.     Mr.  Prideaux  (1),  who  was  present, 
states  that  Mr.  Harris  asked  him  if  there 
was  any  entry  of  any  resolution  authorizing 
the  defence,  and  whether  they  could  legally 
pay  the  money,  and  whether  it  could  legally 
and  properly  be  done.  Mr.  Prideaux  states 
that  he  said  on  that  occasion  to  Mr.  Harris, 
in  answer  to  some  suggestion  whether  the 
opinion  of  counsel  ought  not  to  be  taken, 
that  the  opinion  of  counsel — Sir  William 
Follett — ^had  been  taken ;  but  he  says  ex- 
pressly and  in  terms,  that  he  told  Harris 
that  the  corporation  were  not  bound  to  pay 
the  money,  but  that  it  was  legal  and  proper 
for  them  to  do  it,  if  they  thought  right ;  and 
that  Mr.  Codner  immediately  said,  that  in 
honour  and  justice  it  ought  to  be  done. 
That  is  the  distinct  and  plain  and  positive 
testimony  of  Mr.  Prideaux.     Another  gen- 
tleman, Mr.  Sparke,  says,  that  at  that  meet- 
ing it  was  known  and  stated  by  the  pardes, 
that  the  authority  was  merely  verbal.    He 
says  80  in  terms,  and  it  is  quite  clear,  torn 
the  whole  scope  of  the    meeting  and  the 
whole  argument,  that  the  parties  must  have 
known  ^ere  was  no  le^  and  corporate 
authority  for  the  defence ;  that  when  they 
asked  whether  there  was  any  authority,  they 
must  have  meant  to  have  asked  whether 
this  gentleman,  Mr.  Holdsworth,  acted  from 
his  mere  motion,  or  whether  the  persoiu 
who  were  the  governing  parties  in  Uie  cor- 
poration wished  him  to  do  what  he  had 
done,  because  the  whole  question  turned  on 
this,  whether  they  could  properly  and  legally 
pay.    If  it  had  been  a  corporate  act,  autho- 
rizing Mr.  Holdsworth  to  pay  it  or  do  it, 
there  could  be  no  doubt  as  to  its  being 
proper  and  legal  for  them  to  make  the  pay- 
ment; therefore,  when  they  asked  whether 
it  was  proper  and  legal  for  them  to  pay, 
they  must  have  considered  that  there  was 
no  distinct  and  corporate  authority  for  that 
purpose,  (and  they  advert  to  the  book  that 
was  lying  on  the  table,) — ^that  there  was  no 
resolution  of  the  corporators  at  all.    And  it 

(1)  The  father  of  the  town  clerk,  who  wta  ill. 
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is  quite  dear,  that  if  there  had  been  any 
corporate  act  authorizing  the  defence,  it 
would  have  been  at  once  produced,   and 
there  would  have  been  no  question  about  it. 
Andy  dierefore,  when  the  persons  there  pre- 
sent told  Mr.  Hams  and  Mr.  Codner,  as  it 
is  there  stated,  that  the  corporation  had 
authorized  this  defence,  it  must  have  been 
understood  in  what  sense  that  authority  was 
given,  not  by  any  corporate  act,  but  at  a 
meeting  at  which  corporators  were  present — 
at  which  Mr.  Holdsworth  was  present — 
and  at  which  he  was  desired  to  undertake 
the  defence.     I  think  that  is  the  plain  in- 
ference to  be  drawn  firom  what  took  place 
at  that  meeting.     I  have  read  the  evidence 
over  and  over  again,  and  the  evidence  before 
Mr.  Baron  Parke  at  the  trial,  and  I  can 
come  to  no  other  conclusion  than  this,  that 
all  the  parties  present  knew  that  there  was 
no  corporate  act  authorizing  Mr.    Holds- 
worth  to  carry  on  the  defence,  but  that  the 
parties  who  were  the  leading  members  of 
^e  corporation,  at  a  meeting  for  that  pur- 
pose, wished  him  to  undertake  it,  and  that, 
in  pursuance  of  that  wish  and  desire,  he  did 
undertake  the  defence.     There  was  no  mis- 
representation ;  nothing  was  misunderstood, 
according  to  my  notion  of  the  transaction. 
And  this  conforms  with  the  distinct,  plain, 
and  positive  testimony  of  Mr.   Prideaux, 
who  was  asked  by  those  gentlemen  upon 
the  subject,  and  who  stated  that  they  were 
not  bound  to  pay,  but  that  they  might  pay 
if  they  thought  proper. 

Under  these  circumstances,  I  think  it 
cannot  be  said  that  there  was  any  misrepre- 
sentation; that  when  they  authorized  the 
corporation  seal  to  be  a£Sxed  to  this  bond, 
they  knew  the  position  in  which  they  stood 
— Aey  knew  their  liability  to  pay — they 
knew  that  they  were  not  bound  to  pay,  but 
they  knew  that  in  honour  and  justice  they 
ought  to  pay.  These  expressions  were 
made  use  of  at  the  meeting  more  than  once, 
by  the  different  parties  concerned ;  therefore, 
I  think,  as  far  as  relates  to  that  part  of  the 
case,  there  is  no  ground  whatever  for  sus- 
taining the  suit. 

Then  I  come  to  the  other  part.  It  was 
said,  that  three  of  these  gentlemen  who  at- 
tended at  this  meeting,  and  who  authorized 
the  affixing  of  the  seal,  were  defendants 
in  those  quo  warrantos,  and  therefore  they 


were  liable  for  the  costs.  There  is  not  the 
slightest  foundation  for  this  objection,  and 
for  this  plain  reason,  that  when  they  carried 
these  quo  ufarrarUos,  or  these  rules  with 
which  they  had  been  served,  to  the  town 
clerk,  they  said,  "We  have  been  served 
with  these  rules :  this  is  a  corporate  matter : 
we  have  nothing  to  do  with  this:  it  is  a 
question  as  to  the  validity  of  a  bye-law ;" 
on  which  the  town  clerk  immediately  took 
the  rules,  and  said,  "  No,  it  is  a  matter 
for  the  corporation :  the  corporation  must 
defend  it."  Then  the  town  clerk  states 
throughout,  ov^r  and  over  again  in  his  evi- 
dence, that  he  defended  for  die  corporation. 
How  then  could  he,  under  such  circum- 
stances, have  maintained  any  suit  whatever 
against  either  of  these  parties,  for  the  costs 
incurred  in  the  defence  ?  He  did  not  defend 
for  them :  he  stated  he  did  not  defend  for 
them :  he  defended  for  other  parties  ;  for 
the  corporation,  whose  title  to  sustain  that 
bye-law  was  the  only  point  in  question. 

But  then  it  is  said,  that  Mr.  Holdsworth 
paid  this  money,  and  therefore  Mr.  Holds- 
worth  would  have  had  a  remedy  against 
them.  That  is  stQl  more  distant.  If  the 
town  clerk  could  not  have  maintained  any 
proceedings  against  them  for  the  costs,  still 
more  distant  is  the  title  of  Mr.  Holdsworth, 
who  as  a  volunteer  went  and  paid  the 
money.  How  could  he  have  maintained 
any  action  against  them  ?  There  is  no  legal 
liability  therefore  in  any  of  these  parties  for 
the  costs,  and  there  is  not  the  slightest  foun- 
dation for  such  an  impression. 

I  think,  therefore,  diat  there  is  no  equity 
in  this  case,  and  at  law  the  question  has 
been  decided.  It  is  decided  that  there  was 
no  fraud  at  law :  that  the  parties  did  what 
they  were  entitled  in  point  of  law  to  do, 
previously  to  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act,  and  that  the  bond  was  a  valid  bond. 
There  were  various  cases  dted,  to  which  it 
is  not  necessary  particularly  to  refer.  They 
are  all  cases  of  fhiud  and  misrepresentation, 
with  the  exception,  I  think,  of  The  Cokhes' 
ter  case,  and  that  was  a  case  directly  in 
support  of  the  claim  of  Mr.  Holdsworth. 
Undet  these  circumstances  the  appeal  ought 
to  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
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K.  Bruce,  V.C. 
1843. 
Feb.  28.  , 

T    p  V      FOLEY  V.  HILL. 

1844. 

March  1,  2,4,  16.  , 

Banker — Accounts — LimitationSf  Statute 
of. 

A.  opened  an  account  wUh  hankers^  who 
a^eed  to  allow  him  SL  per  cent,  on  the 
balances  in  their  hands  from  time  to  time, 
A,  paid  in  one  sum  and  drew  two  cheques^ 
leaving  a  balance  on  which  interest  was  regu^ 
larly  allowed  for  some  time^  but  the  bankers 
then  ceased  to  make  any  entry  respecting  it. 
More  than  six  years  after  the  last  entry,  A, 
filed  a  bill  for  an  account,  and  for  payment 
of  the  balance  and  interest : — Held,  that  A's 
claim  was  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limita^ 
tions;  and  as  the  account  consisted  only  of 
three  items,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  made 
the  subject  of  a  suit  in  equity,  the  biU  was 
dismissed,  with  costs. 

This  bill  was  filed  in  January  1 838. 

The  defendants  were  bankers  at  Stour- 
bridge, and  in  April  1829,  the  plaintiff  agreed 
to  open  an  account  with  them,  and  they  were 
to  allow  him  interest  at  3/.  per  cent,  upon 
the  balances  from  time  to  time  in  their  hands, 
and  the  plaintiff,  in  the  same  month  of  April, 
lodged  with  them  a  sum  of  6,1 17/.  10^.,  for 
which  they  gave  him  a  receipt  in  the  following 
words :  "  April  1 1, 1829.— Stourbridge  Old 
Bank. — Received  of  Edward  Thomas  Foley, 
Esq.  6, 1 1 71.  lOs,  to  account  for.  For  Hills, 
Bate  &  Robins.  William  Robins ;"  and  on 
the  same  day  they  sent  this  receipt  to  the 
agent  of  the  plaintiff  inclosed  in  a  letter  in 
the  following  words :  *^  We  inclose  a  receipt 
for  6,117/.  10;.,  being  a  sum  transferred  to 
the  credit  of  E.  T.  Foley,  Esq.  by  Mr.  B, 
upon  which  we  shall  allow  3/.  per  cent, 
interest.'' 

The  plaintiff  and  Sir  Edward  D.  Scott 
were  joint  owners  of  certain  collieries  and 
coalworks  in  Staffordshire,  and  kept  a  joint 
account  with  Messrs.  Hill  &  Co.  for  the  pur- 
pose of  their  collieries.  This  account  was  con- 
tinued till  November  1 834,  when  itwasclosed. 
It  was  stated  in  the  bill,  that  between  1830 
and  1834,  several  sums  of  money,  being  the 
amount  of  the  plaintiff's  share  in  the  profits 


of  the  collieries,  were  paid  out  of  the  joint 
account,  to  the  credit  of  the  plaintiff  in  his 
private  account.  This  was,  however,  denied 
by  the  answer:  and  it  appeared  that  the 
private  account  consisted  of  three  items  only, 
besides  the  interest,  namely,  the  6,117i.  10s, 
and  two  sums  of  1,700/.  and  2,000/.,  which 
were  drawn  out  by  cheques  in  1830,  and  no 
entry  was  made  in  the  private  account  after 
December  1831. 

In  April  1834,  the  first-named  defendant, 
Mr.  Hill,  retired  from  the  partnership. 

The  bill  prayed  that  an  account  might  be 
taken  of  the  said  sum  of  6,117/.  10^.,  and 
all  other  sums  of  money  received  by  Hill 
&  Co.  on  the  plaintiff's  private  account  since 
the  11th  of  April  1829,  with  interest  there- 
on at  3/.  per  cent.,  and  also  of  all  sums 
properly  paid  by  the  said  firm  since  the  same 
day  on  ihe  plaintiff's  private  account,  and 
that  the  defendants  might  be  decreed  to  pay 
the  balance. 

The  defendants  who  were  the  continuing 
partners  in  the  firm,  put  in  a  plea  and  answer. 
They  pleaded  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  the 
plaintiff  not  having  any  cause  of  suit  which 
arose  within  six  years.  By  their  answer 
they  denied  that  they  had  within  six  years 
carried  to  the  plaintiff's  account  in  their 
books,  interest  upon  the  said  sum  of  6,117/. 
lOs,,  or  any  other  sum:  and  stated  that 
down  to  the  25  th  of  December  1831,  interest 
after  the  rate  agreed  upon  of  3/.  per  cent, 
was  calculated,  and  entered  in  the  account 
between  the  plaintiff  and  defendants. 

The  defendants  stated,  that  it  was  the 
custom  of  bankers  to  calculate  interest  on 
the  balances  due  from  them  to  their  custom- 
ers in  their  ledgers  in  a  separate  column,  and 
that  until  their  customers  claimed  to  be  paid 
such  interest,  or  to  have  it  added  to  such 
balance,  it  was  not  actually  paid  to  their 
credit,  nor  treated  as  a  payment  or  acknow- 
ledged or  considered  as  a  debt. 

Several  cheques  had  been  drawn  by  the 
agent  of  Foley  &  Scott,  on  the  joint  account, 
in  favour  of  Foley,  after  the  last  entry  had 
been  made  in  his  private  account.  These 
cheques  were  presented  at  Messrs.  Hill  & 
Co.'s  counter  by  an  agent  of  Mr.  Foley, 
who  had  received  from  Hill  &  Co.  bills 
of  exchange  upon  their  London  bankers, 
Messrs.  Esdaile  &  Co. ;  which  bills  were  re- 
mitted to  the  plaintiff's  bankers  in  London. 
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The  case  was  heard  before  the  Vice  Chan- 
cellor Xnight  Bruce,  on  the  28th  of  Feb- 
ruary 1843,  when  his  Honour  pronounced 
the  following  judgment. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  agreement,  stated 
by  the  answer,  and  with  respect  to  which  it 
has  not  been  stated  that  there  was  anything 
done  to  put  an  end  to  it,  decides  the  whole 
case.  It  appears  to  me,  that  the  mode  in 
which  the  persons  whose  duty  it  was  to  keep 
the  account — that  the  mode  in  which  they 
actually  kept  it  is  perfectly  immaterial,  be- 
cause they  are  to  be  chai^d  according  to 
their  duty.  And  suppose  that  bankers  do 
receive  sums  of  money  from  their  customers, 
and  do  not  make  any  entry  of  the  receipts, 
are  we  to  be  told  that  they  are  not  respon- 
sible,  or  that  they  may  take  the  benefit  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  because  thev  do  not 
do  their  duty  ?  If  a  customer  proves  that 
money  was  received  by  his  bankers  at  any 
time  after  the  last  item  in  the  bankers'  ac- 
count, that  is  enough  to  charge  the  bankers ; 
and  when  I  find  there  is  a  statement  that  it 
was  agreed  in  the  language  of  the  answer, 
that  Hill  &  Co.  should  allow  interest  at  the 
rate  of  3/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  it  is  the  same 
thing,  in  my  mind,  as  if  there  had  been  the 
interest  at  3^.  per  cent,  from  time  to  time 
paid  by  them  on  the  balance  to  the  credit  of 
the  customer.  The  fact  that  they  have  not 
chosen  to  enter  the  items,  never  could  be 
beneficial  to  them,  and  they  are  therefore  by 
virtue  of  this  agreement  liable  down  to  thui 
time  for  that  interest,  at  the  rate  of  3i.  per 
cent,  per  annum  on  the  balances,  which  they 
agreed  should  be  allowed ;  and  therefore  it 
must  be  considered  as  a  specific  account;  and 
my  opinion  is,  that  the  bankers  are  respon- 
sible.    There  must  be  an  account  taken. 

The  defendants  appealed  fix>m  this  de- 
cision. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  G,  L.  Rtusellf  for 
the  plaintiif,  contended,  that  under  the  agree- 
ment which  the  defendants  had  entered  into, 
they  were  bound  to  keep  proper  books,  and 
to  make  all  such  entries  as  were  necessary 
to  shew  the  true  state  of  the  accounts,  and 
that  their  only  ground  for  setting  up  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  was,  the  fact  that  they 
had  neglected  to  perform  their  duty  in  keep- 
ing proper  accounts. 

Mr,  Bethellf  Mr,  K.  Parker,  and  Mr, 
Torriano,  for  the  defendants,  insisted,  that 


if  the  plaintiff  had  any  remedy,  he  ought  to 
bring  an  action  at  law :  that  there  was  no 
complicated  account  in  this  case  which  a 
court  of  law  could  not  unravel,  and  no  ground 
whatever  for  the  expense  of  a  suit  in  Chan- 
cery :  that  the  balance  due  firom  a  banker 
to  his  customer  merely  constituted  a  debt, 
and  that  the  Court  could  not  treat  the  defen- 
dants as  trustees  for  their  customers,  merely 
because  they  agreed  to  allow  interest  on  a 
balance :  and  that  the  cheques  which  were 
drawn  by  Foley  &  Scott  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff  were  never  entered  in  his  private 
account,  and  were  entirely  unconnected  with 
it. 

The  following  authorities  were  referred  to: 

Detaynes  v.  Noble,  I  Mer.  539. 
Dinwiddie  v.  Bailey,  6  Yes.  136. 
Sierndale  v.  Hankinson,  1  Sim.  393. 
Mosea  v.  Lewis,  12  Price,  502. 
Frietasv,  Dos  Santos,  1  You.  &  Jer.  574. 
King  v.  Rossett,  2  Ibid.  33. 
Hovenden  v.  Lord  Annesley,  2  Sch.  & 
Lef.  630. 
Mr,  Stuart  replied. 

March  16. — The  Lord  Chancellor. — 
The  defendants  in  this  case  carried  on  the 
business  of  bankers  at  Stourbridge,  in  the 
county  of  Worcester,  under  the  name  and 
firm  of  Messrs.  Hill  &  Co.  The  plaintiff, 
Mr.  Foley,  deposited  with  them  in  the  year 
1829,  a  sum  of  about  6,000i.and  upwards. 
He  received  firom  them  the  usual  accountable 
receipt,  and  in  the  note  inclosing  that  re- 
ceipt they  engaged  to  allow  him  interest  at 
the  rate  of  8i,  per  cent.  Of  course  that 
must  have  meant  32.  per  cent,  upon  the 
balance,  as  it  should  firom  time  to  time  exist 
between  the  parties.  Mr.  Foley  drew  two 
cheques  at  different  times  against  this  sum, 
one  for  1,700/.,  the  other  for  2,0002.  The 
latter  cheque  was  drawn  in  the  month  of 
July  1830.  The  defendants  entered  these 
payments  according  to  the  usual  custom  in 
their  ledger,  and  also  calculated  interest 
upon  the  balances  up  to  the  month  of  Decem- 
ber 1 83 1 .  From  diat  time  no  payment  was 
made  in  respect  of  this  account ;  no  entry 
was  made  in  the  books ;  there  was  no  ac- 
knowledgment in  any  way  whatsoever  of  the 
debt.  The  defendants,  under  these  circum- 
stances, set  up  by  way  of  defence  to  the 
present  suit  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  the 
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bill  not  having  been  filed  until  more  than 
six  years  after  the  last  entry  in  the  books. 
The  question  is,  or,  at  least,  one  question 
is,  whether  that  is  a  valid  defence  to  the 
present  suit^ 

It  is  quite  clear,  that  a  banker  is  not  a 
trustee  for  his  creditor ;  he  is  not  a  trustee 
in  the  legal  sense  of  the  term.  Money 
advanced  by  the  customer  to  his  banker  is 
a  loan,  and  constitutes  a  debt.  If  it  were 
necessary  to  refer  to  authorities  for  that 
pmrpose,  I  may  refer  to  the  authorities  that 
were  cited  in  the  case  lately  argued  in  this 
Court,  of  Parker  v.  Marchant  ( 1 ).  First  of 
all,  the  case  of  Sims  v.  Bond  (2),  a  recent  case 
in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  which 
the  judgment  was  delivered  by  Lord  Denman, 
C.J.  He  says,  '*  Sums  which  are  paid  to 
the  credit  of  a  customer  with  a  banker, 
though  usually  called  deposits,  are,  in  truth, 
loans  by  the  customer  to  the  banker."  And 
that  is  in  accordance  with  the  same  doctrine 
which  was  stated  in  the  former  well-known 
case  of  Devaynes  v.  Noble,  by  Sir  William 
Grant.  He  says,  "  There  is  a  feJlacy  in 
likening  the  dealings  of  a  banker  to  the  case 
of  a  deposit,  to  which,  in  legal  effect,  they 
have  no  sort  of  resemblance.  Money  paid  in 
to  a  banker's  becomes  immediately  a  part  of 
his  general  assets,  and  he  is  merely  a  debtor  for 
the  amount. ' '  The  same  doctrine  was  stated 
in  the  case  of  Carr  v.  Carr  (3)  by  the  same 
learned  Judge.  This  transaction  therefore 
is  of  this  nature.  There  is  a  loan  made  by 
Mr.  Foley  to  the  defendants  Hill  &  Co.  to 
be  repaid  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  3/.  per 
cent.  That  was  a  simple  transaction,  as  it 
appears  to  me,  between  them ;  and  if  this 
were  a  case  at  law,  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
pleaded  to  such  an  action  would  be,  I  think, 
a  sufficient  answer,  unless  there  were  some 
special  circumstances  taking  the  case  out  of 
the  operation  of  the  statute. 

The  next  question  therefore  for  consider- 
ation is,  whether  the  same  doctrine  applies 
to  this  Court.  In  the  case  of  a  legal  demand, 
the  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  is  the 
plea  which  is  made  use  of  in  this  court,  and 
considered  in  this  court  as  coming  under  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  in  obedience  to  that 
statute.     And  I  think  the  doctrine  upon 


(1)  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Cfaanc.  385. 

(2)  5  B.  «c  Ad.  392. 

(3)  1  Mar.  641,  n. 


this  subject  is  most  clearly  and  aatisfiietoiily 
stated  by  Lord  Redesdide  in  the  case  of 
Hovenden  v.  Lord  Awnesley^  referred  to  in 
the  argument.     He  says,  **  I  think  it  is  a 
mistake  in  point  of  language  to  aay,  that 
courts  of  equity  act  merely  by  analogy  to 
the  statute ;  they  act  in  obedience  to  it" 
And  again,  *'  I  thinks  therefore,  courts  of 
equity  are  bound  to  yield  obedience  to  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  upon  all  legal  titles 
and  legal  demands,''  (thiiB  is  a  legad  title,  a 
legal  demand),  "and  cannot  act  contrary 
to  the  spirit  of  its  provisions.     I  think  the 
statute  must  be  taken  virtually  to  include 
(Courts  of  equity,  for  when  the  legislature  by 
statute  limited  the  proceedings  at  law  in 
certain  cases,  and  provided  no  express  limi- 
tations for  proceedings  in  equity,  it  orost 
be  taken  to  have  contemplated  that  equity 
followed  the  law,  and  therefore  it  must  be 
taken  to  have  virtually  enacted  in  the  same 
cases  a  limitation  for  courts  of  equity  also." 
I  think  that  that  is  a  sound  doctrine.    If 
there&re  this  is  a  defence  upon  the  general 
question,  without  reference  to  any  specialties 
that  may  be  in  it,  if  it  would  be  a  sufficient 
defence  at  law,  it  constitutes  also  a  sufficient 
defence  in  equity ;  and  it  would  be  a  soffi- 
dent  answer  in  this  case,  unless  there  are 
some  special  circumstances  to  be  relied  upon 
for  the  purpose  of  taking  this  case  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  statute. 

The  special  circumstances  which  were 
relied  upon  were,  first,  two  letters  which 
were  put  in  for  the  purpose  of  leading  the 
Court  to  consider  that  they  constituted  an 
acknowledgment  of  the  debt,  or  an  acknow- 
ledgment of  an  open  account  which  would 
have  been  sufficient.  I  stated  my  opinion 
at  the  time,  that  they  did  not,  in  point  of 
construction,  operate  to  that  extent,  that 
they  did  not  amount  to  any  acknowledgment 
of  the  debt,  and  that  they  did  not  affect  the 
operation  of  the  statute.  I  retain  the  same 
opinion,  and  I  think  these  letters  do  not  at 
all  vary  or  affect  the  case. 

The  next  question  is,  as  to  the  different 
transactions  which  took  place  between  the 
parties.  It  is  said,  that  since  the  date  of 
the  last  entry  of  interest  in  this  account, 
several  transactions  took  place  between  the 
parties,  which  axe  sufficient  to  take  it  out  of 
the  operation  of  the  statute;  that  theyfonnt 
or  ought  to  form,  items  in  the  account. 
These  transactions  were  all  of  the  sAOie 
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Batofe;  and,  theroferei  it  is  suflfeimit  to 
describe  one  of  them,  for  the  piiipose  of 
oonaidmng,  whether  it  does  or  not  take  this 
esse  oat  of  the  operation  of  the  statute. 
The  ease  to  which  I  refer  was  of  this  de- 
scription*    Mr.  Foley,  the  plaintiff  in  this 
suit,  was  joint  owner  of  a  colliery  with  a 
person  of  the  name  of  Qk  Edward  Scott,  and 
they  had  a  joiataecoimt  with  Messrs.  Hillsft 
Co.     Sir  Edward  Scott  and  Mr.  Foley  drew 
a  cheque  in  fiivoor  of  Mr.  Foley,  upon  the 
bankers,  Messrs.  Hills  &  Co.     Mr.  Foley's 
agent  presented  that  bill  at  the  counter 
in  the  ordinary  way,  but  did  not  receive 
money  in  exdiange  for  it,  which  he  was 
entitled  to  receive  if  he  had  thooght  proper ; 
bat  wishing  the  money  to  be  paid  in  Lon« 
don»  he  obtained,  instead  of  money,  a  bill  of 
exchange,  drawn  by  the  bankers  apon  their 
correspondents  in  London,  Messrs.  Esdaile 
k  Co.     That  was  a  complete  and  closed 
transaction :  it  stood  by  itself.   It  was  pre- 
cisely the  same  as  if  money  had  been  paid 
in  discharge  of  the  cheque.     It  formed  an 
item  of  account  between  the  bankers  and  Sir 
B.  Scott  and  Mn  Foley,  because  they  would 
debit  that  firm  with  the  amount  of  the  cheque 
in  their  books,  having  paid  that  cheque  to 
Mr.  Foley,  but  it  made  no  item  whatever  oi 
the  acecnmt  with  Mr.  Foley.    It  was  a  closed 
titnsnotion,  and  had  no  effect  whatever 
upon  the  account  which  existed  between 
them.     The  reason  why  a  particular  trans- 
aetion  of  this  kind  within  the  nt.  years  bars 
the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions is,  that  it  amounto  to  an  acknowledg- 
ment of  an  existing  account ;  but  how  can 
the  presenting  of  a  cheque  by  a  party,  who 
has  an  account  at  the  bank,  and  obtsining 
payment  for  the  amount,   operate  as  an 
icknowledgment  of  an  existing  account,  if 
the  transaction  stood  by  itself?  There  were 
five  or  six  of  these  transactions  subsequent 
to  the  last  entry  of  interest,  but  th^  do 
not  appear  to  me  at  all  to  affect  the  ques- 
tion, or  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of 
the  statute. 

This  brings  me  to  the  remaining  ground 
of  defence,  namely,  as  to  the  operation  of 
the  Statute  of  Limitetions.  It  was  said, 
that  theaeperMms  were  bankers;  that  it  was 
their  duty  to  keep  the  account  between 
them  and  their  customers ;  that  it  was  part 
of  the  custom  of  their  house  to  keep  such 
an  account ;  that  they  ought  to  have  en- 
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tered  the  interest  from  time  to  time,  half 
yearly,  as  it  became  payable ;  that  not  hav- 
ing made  such  entries,  it  was  a  negligence 
on  their  part;  and  that,  therefore,  they  could 
not  avail  themselves  of  the  Statute  of  Limi- 
tetions,  founded  upon  their  own  wrongful 
or  n^ligent  act.  But  without  considering 
whether,  if  aU  these  circamstances  were 
proved  and  esteblished,  it  would  oonstitute 
a  defence  or  not,  it  is  sufficient  for  me  to 
say,  that  I  have  read  careftilly  through  the 
bill,  and  no  such  case  is  made.  The  great 
case  made  in  the  bill  is  this,  these  particular 
transactions  to  which  I  have  last  alluded, 
which  the  plaintiff  considered  as  being  items 
in  the  account,  and  taking  the  case  out  of 
the  operation  of  the  stotute.  That  is  the 
whole  scope  and  operation  of  the  bill.  There 
is  no  such  case  steted  as  that  to  which  I  have 
refeired,  nor  is  any  such  case  raised  by 
those  parte  of  the  answer  which  have  been 
read  in  evidence.  The  plaintiff  has  been 
very  abstemious  in  reading  the  answer;  he 
has  read  only  two  passages,  and  they  raise 
no  such  case.  I  think,  therefore,  I  could 
not  on  this  ground,  even  if  I  were  of  opi- 
nion that  it  would  constitute  a  valid  and 
sufficient  answer  to  the  Stotute  of  Limite- 
tions,  rest  the  decision  of  this  case  on  such  a 
gnmnd.  It  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to 
have  raised  this  question  on  the  bill,  to  have 
made  it  part  of  his  case,  in  order  that  it  might 
hate  been  met  by  the  answer,  and  have  been 
one  of  the  issues  between  the  parties.  It 
appears  to  me  that  on  this  record  it  is  not  put 
in  issue ;  and,  therefore,  it  is  no  answer  or 
defence  to  the  Stotute  of  Limitetions.  I 
think,  therefore,  under  these  circumstances, 
so  for  as  relates  to  this  part  of  the  case,  that 
the  Stotute  of  Limitations  is  a  sufficient 
answer  or  defence  to  the  suit,  atf  the  record 
is  at  present  constituted. 

There  is  another  consideration  in  this 
case,  which  I  take  to  be  one  of  very 
great  importance  to  the  practice  of  the 
Court.  This  bill  is  filed  for  an  account,  and 
is  sustainable  only,  in  this  comrt,  as  a  bill 
for  an  aoooimt.  And  what  is  the  bill  f  It 
eonsisto  of  an  account  of  three  items ;  an  item 
of  6,0001.  on  the  one  side,  and  of  two  items, 
one  of  1,7001.,  and  the  other  of  2,000^.,  on 
the  other  side.  Such  a  bill  is  not  tiie  proper 
foundation  for  an  account  in  a  court  of  eqnity. 
It  is  an  action  for  money  had  and  received, 
with  a  set-off,  and  ought  never  to  have  been 
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brought  into  this  court ;  there  are  no  circum- 
stances disclosed  in  the  bill  to  justify  its 
being  brought  into  this  court,  and  on  this 
ground  also  I  think  the  bill  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. This  point  was  brought  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Coiurt 
below.  I  do  not  know  what  his  decision 
would  have  been  if  he  had  not  misappre- 
hended one  point.  When  the  objection 
was  made,  he  stated,  that  two  actions  would 
have  been  necessary  in  a  court  of  law,  be- 
cause Mr.  Hill,  who  was  originally  a  partner 
in  the  house,  afterwards  left  the  partnership, 
and  that  some  items  in  the  account  accrued 
due  after  he  left  that  partnership,  and  that 
therefore  it  was  justifiable  to  file  a  bill  in 
this  court.  But  all  that  was  quite  a  mis- 
apprehension, because  it  appears  that  Mr. 
Hill  continued  to  be  a  partner  up  to  the  last 
transaction  between  the  parties,  and  that  he 
did  not  leave  the  house  till  afterwards.  I 
apprehend,  if  that  fiu^t  had  been  present  to 
the  mind  of  the  learned  Judge,  he  would,  on 
the  authorities  and  on  principle,  have  come 
to  the  same  conclusion  with  respect  to  this 
objection,  a  principle  which  I  think  is  very 
important  to  be  maintained  in  this  court. 
A  party  has  no  right  to  come  here  for  an 
account  in  a  simple  transaction  of  this  kind, 
in  which  justice  may  be  administered  be- 
tween them  at  a  much  cheaper  rate,  and 
with  more  expedition,  in  a  court  of  law. 

I  think,  therefore,  the  bill  must  be  dis- 
missed ;  and  on  the  latter  gpround,  and  the 
latter  ground  only,  dismissed  with  costs. 


Dec 
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Debtor  and  Creditor — Heir — Alienaiion 
—Debts-'Deacended  Estates  Stat.  8  4-4 
Will.  ^  M.  c.  14,  and  Stat.  13  Eliz.  c.  5. 

Sir  W.  H.  diedgreaiUf  indebted  and  seised 
of  considerable  estates^  which  descended  to 
his  daughter^  his  heiress^'ai^law,  who,  on  her 
marriage,  settled  a  jmrt  thereof  on  herself  and 
her  husband,  for  their  Uvea,  mth  remainder 
to  the  issue  of  the  marriage ;  the  other  pcT" 
Hon  of  the  descended  estates  was  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  distributed  amongst  the  creditors 
of  SirW.  Hv,  hut  they  were  not  sufficient  for 
the  payment  of  his  debts,  of  the  existence 


whereof  the  settlement  contained  a  recital : — 
Held,  that  neither  the  fact  of  the  existence 
of  debts  of  Sir  W.  H.  nor  of  notice  thereof, 
rendered  the  settlement  void  in  favour  of 
mere  specialtg  creditors ;  and  that  the  cre^ 
ditors  of  Sir  W.  H.  must  allege  and  prove  a 
case  of  fraud  and  want  of  bona  fides  on  the 
part  of  the  parties  to  the  settlement,  before 
they  could  render  the  settled  estates  liable  to 
the  payment  of  their  debts. 

The  &ct8  of  this  case  will  be  found  suffi- 
ciently embodied  in  the  judgment. 

Mr.  George  Turner  and  Mr.  Rogers  in 
support  of  the  exceptions. — The  only  ques- 
tion is  whether  an  heiress-at^law  can  settle 
her  ancestor's  estates,  on  her  marriage,  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  defeat  the  just  claims 
of  that  ancestor's  creditors :   the  rights  of 
the  creditors,  in  the  first  place,  depend  on 
the  Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  &  M.  c.  14 ;  by  sec- 
tion 5  whereof,  in  the  case  of  a  sale,  the 
heir  is  made  liable  for  the  valae  of  the  lands 
sold  in  fiivour  of  creditors,  and  the  devisee, 
by  section  7,  is  made  liable  in  like  manner 
as  the  heir.     By  the  stat.  18  Eliz.  c.  5,  all 
aUenadons,  whether   of  real  or  personal 
estate,  made  to  the  prejudice  of  creditors  aie 
avoided,  and  then  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will  & 
M.  c.  14.   operates  on  that  statute  (1); 
and  if  the  alienation  under  the  statute  of  13 
Eliz.  c.  5.  be  collusive  in  its  nature,  the 
law  interferes  in  favour  of  creditors,    b 
this  case  the  claimants  under  the  settle- 
ment, through  the  recital  of  the  existence 
of  debts,  have  notice  of  all  the  drcum- 
stances  attending  its  exeeution.     The  Mas- 
ter, in  making  his  xeport,  proceeded  on  the 
case  of  Spackman  v.  TimbreU  (2),  which  is 
distinguiidmble  fixHn  the  present,  inasmuch 
as  no  notice  of  debts  being  in  existence  was 
charged  in  that  case.     The  case  of  a  party 
taking  under  a  settlement  is  not  analogous 
to  that  of  a  sale  by  the  heir  or  devisee,  for 
money  paid  at  the  time,  with  a  view  to  the 
payment  of  debts.    In  Higgins  v.  Shaw  (3) 
the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland  expiessed 
an  opinion  which  is  strongly  in  fiivoar  of 
the    plaindfis'   case.      Suppose  a  sale  of 
lands  by  the  heir  or  devisee,  and  the  pur- 
chaser knowing  that  his  purchase-money 

(1)  Gooch'8  caie»  5  Rep.  60,  6. 

(2)  8  Sim.  253 ;  8.  c.  6  Law  J.  R4!p.  (n.s.)  Chaw. 
147. 

(8)  2  Dr.  &  War.  356;  vide  p.  Z6U 
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'wOI  be  wholly  exhausted,  if  applied  in 
satisfaction  of  the  debts,  allows  the  same  to 
be  taken  out  of  theieach  of  the  creditors  would 
he  not  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  collusion,  and 
he  as  liable  as  the  heir  or  devisee  himself  for 
the  amount  of  the  puichase-money  ?  If  the 
remedy  of  the  creditor  be  held  to  be  merely 
personal,  the  greatest  opportunity  of  com- 
mitting fraud  will  be  held  out  to  an  heir  or 
devisee,  whose  property  may  be  removed  by 
him  to  a  foreign  country,  out  of  the  reach 
of  the  creditors.  The  object  of  the  present 
settlement  was  clearly  to  delay  and  defeat 
the  then  existing  cieditors  of  Sir  Watts 
Hoiton ;  but  even  if  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  settlement  can  be  sustained 
against  the  stat.  Id  Eliz.  c.  5,  still  it  is 
made  void  against  those  creditors  by  the 
general  principles  of  equity  ;  at  all  events, 
the  creditors  to  the  extent  of  Captain  Rees' 
life  interest  are  entitled  to  the  rents  of  the 
settled  estates,  he  having  due  notice  of  the 
existence  of  the  debts. 

Afir.  Pemberian  Leigh  and  Mr.  Koe,  *]n 
support  of  the  Master's  report. — ^The  tenant 
for  fife,  in  this  case,  is  as  much  a  purchaser 
under  the  marriage  contract  as  if  he  had 
paid  a  large  sum  of  money  by  way  of  con- 
siderataon  for  his  interest,  and  he  took  the 
estates,  like  every  other  party  interested 
under  the  settlement,  subject  to  every  mort- 
gage, and  lien,  and  equitable  charge  created 
by  devise  of  prior  date,  and  subject  to 
nothing  else ;  and  this  has  been  settled  by 
a  series  of  decisions  during  the  last  fiffy 
years.  It  cannot  for  a  moment  be  con- 
tended that  a  simple  bond  debt  forms  the 
slightest  lien  or  charge  on  the  estates; 
though  a  bond  debt  may  become  such,  if 
matured  into  a  judgment,  and  duly  regis- 
tered, and  not  otherwise.  There  is  no  solid 
ground  for  the  argument  that  to  render  an 
alienation  good,  under  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will. 
&  M.  c.  14,  it  must  be  also  good  under  the 
stat.  13  EUz.-  c.  5,  for  the  latter  is  appli- 
cable only  to  voluntary  settlements,  end 
not  to  set^ements  made  in  consideration  of 
marriage  ;  and  the  former  provides  ex- 
pressly that  the  heir  or  devisee  shall  be  per- 
sonally liable  for  the  value  of  the  estates 
descended,  or  the  devisee  if  he  sells  the 
same.      The  cases  of  Mathews  v.  Jones  (4) 

(4)  2  Aiut  506. 


and  Spackman  v.  TimbreU  cannot  be  dis- 
tinguished from  the  present  case.  As  to 
the  latter  case,  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ire- 
land still  approves  of  the  decision  therein  (5), 
and  the  former  case  did  not  depend  on  the 
point  of  notice ;  but  even  if  the  case  did  turn 
on  notice,  a  notice  of  mere  specialty  debts  is 
of  no  importance,  as  they  form  no  charge 
on  the  estates.  In  the  present  case  there  is 
no  fraud  or  collusion  charged  in  the  bill 
against  the  parties  interested  in  the  settle- 
ment, and  therefore  no  evidence  can  be 
allowed  to  be  adduced  in  support  thereoH 
It  is  also  confidently  submitted,  that  it  never 
was  the  intention  of  the  Court  to  leave  so 
important  a  question  as  the  present  to  the 
decision  of  the  Master,  but  only  that  the 
Master  should  inquire  as  to  the  estates  (if 
any)  of  which  SirW.  Horton  might  have  died 
seised,  and  which  were  not  comprised  in 
the  marriage  settlement. 

The  following  were  the  other  cases  cited 
in  support  of  the  exceptions  :— 

TyndtUe  v.  Warre,  Jac.  212. 
Bateman  v.  Baiemanf  1  £q.  Ca.  Abr. 

149. 
Tawnsend  v.   WestaeoU^  2  Bea.  340; 

s.  c.  4  Bea.  58 ;  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.8«) 

Chanc.  241. 
Partridge  v.  Gopp^  Ambl.  596. 
BraUhwaUe  v.  Britain^  1  Keen,  206. 
Waikins  v.  Cheek,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  199. 
RogerS'Y.  Rogers,  6  Sim.  364. 
Hvguemn  v.  Baseley,  15  Ves.  180. 
Tidd's  Pr.  Forms,  388. 
Ex  parte  Morton,  5  Ves.  449. 
Green  v.  Lowes,  3  Bro.  C.C.  217. 
Farrow  v.  Rees,  4  Bea.  18. 
Bvrridge  v.  Row,  1  You.  &  Col.  N.C. 

183;   s.  c.   11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 

Chanc.    369  :    affirmed   on  appeal, 

ante,  p.  173. 
Butler  4  Baker's  Case,  3  Rep.  31. 
Ladg  Arundell  v.  Phipps,  10  Ves.  139. 
Cadogan  v.  Kennett,  Cowp.  432. 

The  Master  op  thb  Rolls. — ^The  question 
seems  to  stand  thus :  Sir  Watts  Horton,  at  the 
time  of  his  death  was  indebted  upon  specialty 
bonds  and  covenants ;  he  was,under  his  marri- 
age settlement,  entitled  to  the  reversion  of  the 


'   (5)  Sngden's  Vendor  &  Porehaser,  toI.  3.  p.  I5S, 
lOthed. 
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Thornton  and  other  estates,  expectant  on 
his  own  death  without  issue  msde,  and,  at 
the  same  time,  he  was  entitled  to  the  rever- 
sion of  the  Chadderton  and  other  estates, 
expectant  upon  the  death  of  himself  and  his 
two  hrothers,  Thomas  and  William,  without 
issue  male.  By  his  will  he  did  not  charge 
his  real  estates  with  the  payment  of  his 
debts,  but  he  devised  the  reversion  to  his 
wife  ioi  life,  with  remainder  to  his  daughter 
in  fee;  and  he  died  on  the  5th  of  November 
1811.  Now,  it  is  perfectly  clear,  in  that 
state  of  circumstances,  that  the  specialty 
creditors,  by  adopting  the  proper  proceeding 
on  the  death  of  Sir  Watts  Horton,  might  have 
obtained  payment  out  of  the  real  estates,  to 
which  Sir  Watts  Horton  was  entitled,  and 
one  of  which  fell  into  possession  upon  his 
death  without  issue  male.  It  is  also  clear, 
that  a  bond  is  not  of  itself  a  lien  or  charge 
upon  the  real  estates  of  the  debtor  upon  his 
death ;  the  heir  being  bound  is  liable,  and 
payment  may  be  obtained  out  of  the  real 
estate,  and  die  devisee,  by  the  statute,  so 
often  refeired  to  in  this  argument,  is  held 
and  placed  substantially,  and  for  all  prac- 
tical purposes,  in  the  place  of  the  heir.  After 
the  death  of  Sir  Watts  Horton,  it  appeared 
that  the  personal  estate  was  insufficient  for 
the  payment  of  his  debts,  and  about  two 
years  after  his  death  his  daughter  Miss 
H.  Horton,  mairied  Mr.  C.  Rees,  and  on 
that  occasion  the  settlement,  which  is  now 
called  in  question,  was  made.  By  this 
settlement,  after  reciting  that  the  personal 
estate  was  insufficient  for  the  payment 
of  the  debts,  a  portion  of  the  real  estate  was 
conveyed  to  trustees  to  be  sold,  in  order  that 
the  proceeds  might  be  applied  in  sati«£BM;tion 
of  the  unpaid  debts,  and  the  remainder  of 
the  real  estates  was  limited  to  the  uses  of 
the  husband  and  the  wife,  and  the  issue  of 
the  marriage.  The  estates  provided  to  be 
sold  for  the  payment  of  the  debts,  have 
been  sold  for  a  very  large  sum  of  money, 
but  after  aUowing  die  sum  which  is  proper 
to  be  deducted,  there  remains  no  more  of 
the  sum  for  which  it  was  sold,  than  the  sum 
of  5,1102.  8s.  id. 9  now  applicable  to  the 
payment  of  the  debts,  and  there  appeared  to 
be  specialty  and  other  debts  unpaid,  to  the 
amount  of  7,1 74{.  Is.  5<2. ;  and  the  debts 
thus  exceeding  the  amount  of  the  money 
made  applicable  to  the  payment  of  them, 
the  question  is,  whether  the  creditors  have 


a  right  to  resort  to  the  estates  wUch  aie 
settled  by  the  deed  of  July  1813.     The 
question  certainly  arises  in  a  somewhat  sin- 
gular form  at  this  period  of  the  canae,  and 
I  was  anxious  to  hear  how  the  matter  stood. 
As  I  understood  it,  it  was  thus :  this  bill« 
being  filed  in  1824,  alleged,  that  all  the 
estates  of  which  Sir  Watts  Horton  died  seised, 
were  comprised  in  the  settlement.     It  was 
alleged  in  the  aigument,  that  the  amuige- 
ment  made  by  the  setdonent  was  notbind-* 
ing  on  the  specialty  creditors,  and  the  bill 
prayed  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of 
the  personal  estate,  and  that  the  pensoiial 
estate  might  be  duly  i^pHed,  and  if  firand 
insufficient  to  pay  tibe  debts,  tbtn  that  the 
estates  conveyed  by  the  setdement  to  pay 
the  debts,  might  be  sold,  and  that  also 
applied.   The  bill  prayed  that  the  deficiency, 
arising  from  the  insufficiency  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  the  estates^  should  be 
raised  by  the  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  other 
estates  of  Sir  Watts  Horton.     Now,  it  was 
very  singular,  if  it  was  intended  to  raise  a 
question  so  important  as  this,  that  there 
idiould  not  be  aiked  a  distinct  declaration  on 
the  subject ;  still  more  singular  that  it  should 
not  be  provided  for  by  die  decree,  becauss 
the  decree  does  direct  the  amount  of  the 
personal  estate  to  be  applied,  and  if  insuffi- 
cient, also  that  the  monies  axisiiig  finm  the 
sale  of  the  real  estate  shall  be  iqpplied,  and 
if  both  prove  insufficient,  that  an  accoont 
be  taken  of  the  other  estates  of  Sir  Watts 
Horton  liable  to  pay;  and  then  theie  is  a 
direction,  that  out  of  those  otiier  estates 
liable  to  pay,  any  deficiency  shall  be  nised 
by  sale  or  mortgage.     I  believe  that  iB  the 
result  of  what  was  represented  to  me.    It  it 
very  strange  that  there  should  be  a  decree 
directing  the  estates  liable  to  pay  to  be  sold, 
and  so  cm,  leaving  it  to  the  Master  to  find 
out,  one  way  or  the  other,  what  estates  they 
were.    On  the  one  aide  it  is  said,  that  the 
Master  should  determine  what  those  estates 
were  diat  were  liable  to  pay.     Peihaps  it 
may  be  necessary  to  consider  what  direction 
was  really  given  to  the  Master,  n^t  estates 
were  liable  to  pay  ?   The  argument  is  this : 
— this  was  a  setdeBnent  in  consideration  of 
marriage,  but  it  was  a  setdement  executed 
under  such  circumstances  that  it  cannot  be 
held  to  have  been  made  hand  Jide.    tf  i^ 
were  sought  to  be  set  aside,  as  a  setdement 
which  was  made  for  consideration,  bat  not 
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bondjidi,  it  would  hare  been  fit  that  aU  the 
drcnmstanoes  from  which  nudafidea  was  to 
be  infemd,  should  be  brought  forward  in 
ofder  that  the  parties  affected  might  have  the 
means  of  meeting  it.  If  it  were  to  depend 
on  the  nice  point,  whether  the  settlement 
made  was  blind  fide  or  not,  there  ought  to 
hare  been  a  distinct  charge  to  that  effect, 
to  enable  the  other  party  to  defend  himself 
sgsinstit.  I  shall,  for  the  present,  consider 
that  it  was  a  decree  so  made,  that  the  Master 
had  authority  to  enter  into  this  oonsidera- 
tion ;  and  the  Master  proceeding  on  the  decree 
to  take  an  account  of  the  other  estates  of  Sir 
Watts  Horton,  which  were  liable  to  pay  his 
debts,  has  it  then  alleged  before  bun  that 
tbe  estates  settled  are  liable  to  pay  those 
debts.  Upon  that  statement  he  has  consid- 
ered that  to  be  an  alienation,  which  prerented 
the  estates  being  liable  to  pay.  Several 
authorities  have  been  produced ;  and  I  must 
cosfess  that  Mathews  v.  Jones  appears  to 
me  to  be  extremely  applicable  to  diis  case. 
The  only  difference  that  can  be  urged  be- 
tween that  and  the  present  case  is  with 
respect  to  the  notice.  The  doctrine  there  is 
dearly  laid  down  to  the  extent  contended 
for  by  those  who  desire  to  have  those  estates 
considered  not  liable.  The  bonds  and  the 
covenants  not  being  charges  or  liens  upon 
the  estate,  the  owner  of  the  estate  is  left  at 
liberty  to  dispose  of  it,  but  he  is  not  left  at 
liberty  to  defeat  the  creditors  altogether, 
because  the  heir  or  devisee  so  disposing  of 
this  estate  remains  personally  liable  to  the 
extent  of  the  whole  of  the  estate  descended 
or  devised  to  him,  but  a  very  inadequate 
provision  it  may  be;  and  if  this  case  were 
to  proceed  upon  the  policy  such  as  now 
operates  very  much  upon  lands  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts,  it  would  be  more  easily  dealt 
with.  I  do  not  say  that  is  not  the  policy  of 
the  law ;  the  policy  of  the  law  has  been  in 
many  respects  to  preserve  the  estates ;  in 
many  instances  it  preserves  the  estates,  but 
leaves  the  person  liable  to  pay. 

December  16,  1843. — ^The  Mastxa  of 
THE  Roixa.  —  Sir  Watts  Horton  died  on 
the  5th  of  November  1811,  indebted  in 
specialties,  by  which  his  heirs  were  bound : 
he  left  an  only  daughter,  his  heiress-at^aw. 
The  real  estates,  which  he  was  entitled  to 
dispose  of,  consisted  of  reversions  ;  one  of 
which  fell  into  possession  on  his  own  death. 


By  his  will  he  devised  his  real  estates  to 
his  wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his 
daughter ;  he  did  not  charge  his  real  estates 
with  the  payment  of  his  debts,  and  his  per- 
sonal estate  was  insufficient  for  that  pur- 
pose. In  the  year  1813,  in  consideration 
of  the  then  intended  marriage  of  Miss 
Horton,  the  daughter,  to  Mr.  Rees,  the 
defendant,  and  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
a  fund  for  the  pa3rment  of  the  debts,  an 
indenture,  dated  the  6th  of  July  1813,  was 
executed  by  Mr.  Rees,  of  the  first  part ; 
Miss  Horton  (described  as  the  heiress  of  Sir 
Watts  Horton),  of  the  second  part ;  Lady 
Horton  of  the  third  part ;  Lord  Stanley  and 
William  Horton,  of  the  fourth  part;  and 
WiUiam  Cross  and  John  Lee,  of  the  fifth 
part  This  deed,  amongst  other  things, 
recited  that  the  personal  estate  of  Sir 
Watts  Horton  was  insufficient  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debts ;  that  a  considerable  sum 
was  due  on  his  account,  which  it  had  always 
been  the  wish  of  Lady  Horton  and  Miss 
Horton  to  discharge;  that  a  marriage  was 
intended  between  Mr.  Rees  and  Miss 
Horton ;  and  that,  in  the  treaty  for  the  same, 
it  had  been  agreed  that  a  part  of  the  estates 
should  be  sold,  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
a  fund  for  the  payment  of  all  the  debts  of 
Sir  Watts  Horton  ;  and  that  the  other  estates 
should  be  settled ;  and  that,  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  her  daughter  to  make  a  settle- 
ment, Lady  Horton  had  agreed  to  relinquish 
the  life  estate,  given  to  her  by  the  will ; 
and  it  was  witnessed  that  the  estates  were 
conveyed  by  Lady  Horton  and  Miss  Horton 
to  Lord  Stanley  and  William  Horton,  as  to 
part  of  them,  in  trust  to  sell,  and  apply  the 
money  to  arise  from  the  sale  in  payment 
of  all  the  debts,  and,  after  fiill  payment 
thereof,  to  pay  any  surplus  to  Mr.  Rees ; 
and,  until  the  sale,  the  rents  of  those  estates 
were  payable  to  the  person  who  for  the 
time  being  should  be  in  possession  of  the 
other  estate,  and  which  person  in  the  event, 
has  turned  out  to  be  Mr.  Rees.  The  remainder 
of  the  estates  were  to  be  held  in  trust  for 
Mr.  Rees,  for  life ;  after  his  death  provi- 
sion was  made  for  the  payment  of  the 
jointure  to  his  widow,  and  a  portion  for 
the  younger  children  of  the  marriage  ;  and, 
subject  dieieto,  the  estates  were  limited 
to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage. 
The  bill  was  filed  by  unsatisfied  specialty 
creditors  of  Sir  Watts  Horton.     It  is  not 
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alleged  that  the  settlement  was  in  any 
manner  fraudulent ;  but  it  is  charged,  that, 
if  the  personal  estate  should  be  found  insuf- 
ficient for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  Sir 
Watts  Horton,  the  insufficiency  ought  to  be 
made  good  out  of  the  real  estates  devised 
to  Miss  Horton,  subject  to  the  life  estate 
of  Lady  Horton,  or  which  descended  to 
Miss  Horton,  and  that,  notwithstanding 
the  settlement,  the  specialty  creditors  were 
entitled  to  have  a  sufficient  part  of  all  the 
estates  therein  comprised  sold  to  supply 
the  deficiency  of  the  personal  estate.  The 
bill  prays  for  the  usual  accounts,  and,  if 
the  personal  estate,  and  also  the  money 
arising  from  the  sale  of  the  real  estates, 
conveyed  to  be  sold,  should  be  insufficient 
for  the  payment  of  the  debts,  that  the  defi- 
ciency should  be  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage 
of  the  other  real  estates  of  Sir  Watts  Horton. 

The  defendants,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Rees  and 
Lady  Horton,  in  their  answer,  state  their 
belief  that  the  provision  made  by  the  settle- 
ment for  the  pa3rment  of  all  die  debts  of 
Sir  Watts  Horton  was  frill  and  sufficient  for 
that  purpose,  excepting  the  debts  which 
were  secured  by  mortgage. 

The  bill  having  charged  no  fr«ud,  the 
answer,  of  course,  contains  no  defence  to 
any  imputation  of  fraud.  The  decree  orders 
the  usual  accounts  to  be  taken  of  the  per- 
sonal estate,  and  of  the  monies  arising  from 
the  sale  of  the  estates  conveyed  to  be  sold, 
and  directs  the  due  application  thereof; 
and  in  case  the  personal  estate,  and  those 
monies,  should  be  insufficient  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts,  it  was  ordered  that  the 
Master  should  take  an  account  of  the  real 
estates  of  the  testator  liable  to  pay  his  debts. 
The  Master  having  found  the  personal 
estate  and  the  purchase-money  of  the  estates 
sold,  insufficient  to  pay  the  debts,  proceeded 
to  take  an  account  of  the  real  estates  liable 
to  pay  his  debts  ;  and  it  appearing  that  all 
the  unsold  estates  were  subject  to  the  trusts 
of  the  settlement,  he  found  there  was  no  real 
estate  of  the  testator  liable  to  pay  his  debts. 
To  this  report  the  plaintifis  except;  and 
the  only  question  upon  the  exceptions  is, 
whether  the  testator's  real  estates,  which  were 
comprised  in  the  settlement  of  the  daughter, 
and  limited  on  the  trusts  of  the  settlement, 
are,  in  the  hands  of  the  persons  claiming 
under  the  settlement,  liable  to  the  payment 
of  the  testator's  specialty  debts. 


Debts  by  specialty,  by  which  the  heirs 
are  bound,  constitute  no  lien  or  charge  upon 
the  land,  in  the  hands  either  of  the  debtor 
or  of  his  heir ;  notwithstanding  the  existence 
of  such  debts,  the  debtor  himself  may 
alienate  the  land,  or  he  may,  by  will,  make 
it  equitable  assets,  thereby  preventing  its 
exclusive  application  to  the  payment  of 
specialty  debts,  or,  as  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Willes  says,  **  might  wholly  devise  it  for  die 
payment  of  a  particular  debt,  or  simple  con- 
tract, and  so  withdraw  it  firom  the  spedadty 
creditors  altogether."  By  taking  the  proper 
proceeding,  the  specialty  creditor  may  ob- 
tain payment  out  of  the  descended  or  devised 
real  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  heir  or  derisee ; 
but  if  such  proceeding  be  not  taken,  the  heir 
or  devisee  may  alienate ;  and  in  the  hands 
of  an  alienee,  the  land  is  not  liable,  though 
the  heir  or  devisee  remains  personally  liaUe 
to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the  Isnd 
alienated.  The  difference  which  arises  fnm 
the  alienation  appears  strongly  in  the  esse 
of  a  mortgagor  becoming  subsequendy  in- 
debted to  the  mortgagee  on  bond,  and  then 
dying :  the  heir  cannot  himself  redeem  the 
mortgage  without  paying  the  bond,  but  die 
assignee  of  the  mortgage  from  the  heir 
may  redeem  the  mortgage  without  paying 
the  bond.  The  heir  bc^g  named  in  the 
obligation,  is  considered  to  be  himself  a 
debtor ;  not,  indeed,  a  debtor  liable  to  pay 
the  debt,  under  all  circumstances,  but  liaUe 
to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the  real  estate 
descended.  He  is  not  restrained  from 
alienation ;  but,  after  the  alienation,  he  is 
personally  liable  to  pay  his  ancestor's  debt, 
to  the  amount  of  the  value  of  the  land  he 
has  alienated.  The  case  of  Mathews  v. 
Jcnes  sufficiendy  establishes,  that,  in  the 
absence  of  any  special  circumstances,  land, 
after  alienation  by  the  heir,  for  the  purpose 
of  a  marriage  setdement,  is  not  liable  to  the 
specialty  debts  of  the  ancestor. 

But,  in  this  case,  it  has  been  insisted  that 
the  setdement  is  finudulent  and  void  under 
the  statute  of  the  13  Eliz.  c.  5.  Miss  Horton, 
as  heiress,  or  Lady  Horton,  as  devisee  for 
life,  and  Miss  Horton,  as  heiress  of  the  re- 
version, being  owners  of  the  land,  and  Miss 
Horton  debtor,  under  the  obligation  of 
her  father,  it  is  said  the  setdement  was 
prejudicial  to  the  creditors,  and  therefOTe 
void.  Admitting,  on  the  authority  of  Gooeh*t 
case,  and  also  upon  the  case  of  AfikwBff 
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T.  Boiingham  (6),  that  cues  of  this  kind 
may  &I1  within  the  statute,  the  enactment 
makes  void  any  conveyance  executed  with 
the  intent  or  purpose  to  delay,   hinder, 
or  definud  creditors  in  their  just  and  lawful 
actions,  suits,  or  reliefs ;  hut  it  is  not  to 
extend  to  any  interest  on  good  consideration 
and  bond  fide  conveyed  to  any  person  not 
having  notice  of  the  fraud.     In  this  case 
the  settlement  was  made  in  consideration 
of  marriage,  a  good  and  valuable  consideraF- 
tion ;  and  the  alienation  left  the  heir  subject 
to  personal  liability.     No  direct  or  express 
fiaod  is  proved  or  attempted  to  be  proved. 
If  any  fiaud  there  were,  it  must  be  detected 
and  established,  by  inference  from  indepen- 
dent facts,  distinctly  proved,  or  from  the 
proviaionB  of  the  deed  itself ;  and  in  the  case 
of  imputed  fraud,  it  may  reasonably  be 
asked,  was  it  false  to  allege  as  was  proposed 
by  the  deed,  that  the  parties  desired  and 
intended  that  all  the  debts  should  be  fully 
paid?    Were  the  estates   conveyed  to  be 
sold  at  the  time  inadequate  for  the  full  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  ?     If  they  were,  was  it 
known  that  they  were  inadequate,  so  that 
the  provision  intended  to  be  made  for  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  was  not  only  insufficient, 
bat  delusive  ?  Was  the  heiress  who  alienated 
the  land  insolvent,   so  that  her  personal 
liability  was  accompanied  by  inability  to 
pay,  and  therefore  of  no  value,  and  the 
alienation  of  the  land  removed  from  the 
creditor  the  only  means  by  which  he  had 
any  prospect  of  obtaining  payment  at  aU  ? 
Were  the  creditors  in  any  way  delayed  or 
hindered,  there  having  been  in  this  case 
very  lamentable  delay,  but  has  such  delay 
arisen  from,  or  was  it  intended  to  be  oc- 
casioned by  the  deed?     Nothing  of  this 
kind  is  even  alleged  upon  these  proceedings, 
but  the  imputation  of  fraud  rests  upon  this, 
viz,  that  the  parties  to  the  settlement  know- 
ing that  there  were   debts  of  Sir  Watts 
Horton  remaining  unpaid,  and  setting  apart 
only  a  portion  of  the  estates  to  provide  a 
fund  for  the  payment  of  those  debts,  settled 
the  remainder,  providing  at  the  same  tune 
that  the  rents  of  the  estates  set  apart  for 
the  payment  of  the  debts  should,  until  the 
estates  were  sold,  be  paid  to  Mr.  Rees,  and 
that  since  those  estates  have  been  sold,  upon 
an   account   taken  after  a  lapse  of  abDut 

(6)  Cro.  £lia.  35a 


thirty  years,  during  which  great  fluctua-^ 
tions  have  taken  place  in  the  value  of  the 
land,  without  one  word  said  of  explanation 
either  as  to  the  cause  of  the  delay,  or  the 
cause  of  the  defialcation  which  has  taken 
place,  the  produce  of  the  land  is  now  found 
to  be  insufficient  for  the  full  payment  of  the 
debts  and  the  interest  which  has  accumulated 
upon  them.  I  am  of  opinion  that  those 
circumstances,  thus  barely  appearing,  do  not 
afford  any  proof  whatever  of  fraud,  or  of 
any  want  of  Sona  fides  in  the  execution  of  the 
settlement,  and  that  the  exceptions  must 
therefore  be  overruled. 

I  think  it  right  to  add  that,  even  if  the  cir- 
cumstances had  been  such  as  to  afford  at  this 
time  a  probable  reason  for  thinking  that  there 
was  such  a  want  of  bona  fides  as  might  entitle 
the  creditors  to  relief,  I  should  nevertheless 
have  been  of  opinion  that  such  relief  could 
not  have  been  had  in  this  suit.  The  bill  is 
founded  upon  the  notion  that  the  claim  of 
the  creditor  to  be  paid  out  of  the  real  estate 
was  in  no  respect  altered  by  alienation  or 
settlement  made  by  the  devisee  and  the 
heir ;  it  charges  none  of  the  fraud  on  which 
the  creditor  now  insists,  and  the  defendants 
have  had  no  means  whatever  of  placing 
upon  the  record,  and  proving,  such  defence 
as  they  might  have  been  enabled  to  make, 
if  the  charge  had  been  made.  And  I  do 
not  think  that,  by  a  decree  directing  an 
account  to  be  taken  of  the  testator's  real 
estate,  liable  to  the  payment  of  his  debts, 
it  was  meant  to  xe&x  such. a  question  as 
has  been  raised  on  these  exceptions  to  the 
Master. 

Exceptions  avemUed. 


T        oo   't?\   on    f     STORY  V.  TONGE. 

Jan.  23;  Feb.  20.  j 

Baron  and  Feme — Reversionary  Interest — 
Assignment — Reduction  into  Possession. 

An  adminisireUion  suU  having  been  tiurls- 
tuted  by  the  several  persons  beneficially 
interested  in  a  testator's  personal  estate  (one 
of  whom  was  a  married  woman  J,  against  the 
widow  of  the  testator ,  who  was  entitled  to  .a 
life  interest  therein^  and  the  executor^  the 
Courts  on  a  petition  presented  in  the  cause 
by  the  same  parties^  <Ae  widow  and  executor 
consenting  thereto^  and  the  widow  having 
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previously  executed  an  asei^/nmeni  to  the 
married  woman  and  her  husband^  of  her  Ufe 
interest  in  such  part  of  the  personal  estate  as 
would  be  payable  on  her  death  to  the  married 
woman  or  her  husband  in  her  right,  decUned 
to  order  any  part  of  the  funds  to  be  paid  to 
the  married  woman  or  her  husband  in  her 
right, 

Semble-— /n  siueh  a  case  a  bill  is  necessary 
to  enable  the  parties  to  carry  the  deed  of 
assignment  into  effect, 

A  petition  was  presented  by  the  plain- 
tifi&,  one  of  whom  was  a  married  woman, 
and  prayed  a  sale  of  a  sum  of  8l2i.  consols, 
standing  in  the  name  of  the  Accountant 
General,  in  trust,  in  the  canse,  and  payment 
of  the  proceeds  thereof  into  the  Bank  of 
England,  in  the  name  of  the  Accountant 
General,  to  the  credit  of  the  cause,  and  also 
payment  by  the  defendants  of  a  sum  of 
1431.  cash,  into  the  Bank,  &c.,  in  trust  in 
the  cause.  The  petition  then  sought  an 
order  for  payment  of  the  petitioners*  costs ; 
and  that  the  residue  of  the  funds  might  be 
ordered  to  be  distributed  amongst  the  peti- 
tioners, in  three  equal  parts,  in  one  of  which, 
the  petitioners  G.  L.  Moore  and  his  wife 
Elizabeth,  in  her  right,  were  interested.  The 
respondents,  who  were  the  defendants  to 
the  suit,  were  Tonge,  the  surviving  execu- 
tor, and  the  widow  of  the  testator,  whose 
estate  was  admimstered  in  this  suit. 

The  testator,  by  his  wiU,  bequeathed  the 
residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  his  execu- 
tors, in  trust,  to  pay  the  interest  thereof  to 
his  wife  for  life,  in  case  she  should  so  long 
remain  his  widow,  and  upon  her  decease  or 
second  marriage,  in  trust  to  divide  the  trust 
funds  equally  amongst  all  his  children  living 
at  his  decease ;  but  in  case  the  said  testator 
left  no  children  living  at  his  decease  (which 
eventually  occurred),  then  he  directed  his 
trustees  to  call  in  one  moiety  of  the  trust 
monies,  and  divide  the  same  amongst  such 
persons  as  his  wife  should,  by  her  last  will, 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  such  appointment, 
then  to  dispose  of  such  moiety  in  manner 
next  thereinafter  mentioned,  with  respect  to 
the  other  moiety  of  the  trust  monies ;  and 
as  to  the  remaining  moiety  of  the  trust 
monies,  the  testator  directed  his  trustees  to 
divide  the  same  into  three  equal  parts,  and 
to  pay  one-third  part  to  the  petitioner  S.  P. 
Story,  one  other  third  part  to  the  petitioner 


C.  B.  Story,  and  to  divide  the  renuduiag 
third  part  equally  amongst  the  childten  of 
Ann  Hutchinson,  deceased,  one  of  whom 
was  the  petitioner  Elisabedi  Moore.  The 
will  was  duly  proved,  and  the  only  parties 
interested  in  the  testator's  estate  under  the 
will,  were  the  petitioners  and  the  defendant, 
the  testator's  widow.  The  bill  prayed  sn 
account  against  the  defendant  Tonge,  the 
surviving  executor,  of  the  assets  received  by 
him,  and  of  the  outstanding  personal  estate 
of  the  testator,  and  that  he  might  be  cfaaiged 
in  respect  of  the  wilful  default  imputed  to 
him,  in  improperly  purchasing  a  brig  belong* 
ing  to  the  testator.  It  appeared  that  ^e 
assets  of  the  testator  were  of  small  amount 
in  the  whole,  and  that  from  the  examination 
of  vouchers  relating  to  the  testator's  estate, 
it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  pedtionen 
to  agree  to  a  compromise  of  the  suit,  subject 
to  the  approbation  of  the  Court.  No  set- 
tlement, or  agreement  for  a  settlement,  had 
been  made  or  executed  by  the  co-petitionen, 
G.  L.  Moore  and  his  wife,  or  either  of  them, 
prior  to  or  on  the  occasion  of  their  inter- 
marriage or  since;  and  the  whole  of  the 
petitioners  were  in  humble  life  and  reduced 
circumstances.  On  the  15th  of  January 
last,  the  defendant  A.  G.  Story,  the  testator*! 
widow,  by  deed,  released  to  G.  L.  Moore 
and  ElizalKth  his  wife,  in  her  right,  her  hk 
interest  in  the  one  undivided  ninth  part  of 
the  funds  mentioned  in  the  petition,  to  which 
E.  Moore  was  entitled  by  the  will  of  the 
testator,  in  reversion  or  remainder,  expectant 
upon  or  subject  to  the  life  interest,  determin- 
able on  the  marriage  of  A.  G.  Story,  for  the 
purpose  of  vesting  absolutely  in  possession 
in  G.  L.  Moore  and  wife  the  ninth  part  of 
the  funds  in  question. 

Mr,  Rogers,  on  behalf  of  the  petitionen, 
submitted  that  the  reversionBry  shsre  of  0. 
L.  Moore  and  Ids  wife  had,  by  the  deed  of 
January  last,  beoome  absolutely  reduced  into 
possession ;  and  that  the  intended  compro- 
mise might  be  carried  into  effect.  In  sup- 
port of  &e  petition  the  foUowing  anthoritiea 
were  dted. 

Laehton  v.  Adams,  5  Law  J.  Rep.  (k.>.) 
Chanc.  382. 

Bean  v.  Syhes,  2  Hayes  on  Convey- 
ancing, Addenda,  d41,  5th  edit 

Jarm,  Convey,  285,  n.  2nd  ed. 

In  re  SHcock's  estate,  3  Russ.  369, 29th 
May  1827  (RoUs). 


HILARY  TERM,  1844. 
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DoiWell  V.  Eark,  12  Yes.  473,  July  2 

aod  29,  laOd  (RoUb). 
Lemm  on  Tnwte,  296-7»  5th  ed.,  Mr. 
^     Jacob*!  opinion ;  and 
WiUon  y.  OldhiMm,  Vice  Chancellor  of 

England,  March  5, 1841,  there  cited. 

Feb.  20. — On  this  day  the  Mastbr  of 
THB  R<M«L8  stated,  that  he  had  perused  the 
authorities  to  which  he  had  been  referred, 
and  that  they  appeared  to  be  cases  where 
orders  had  been  made  on  decree,  and  not  on 
mere  petition,  and  intimated  ihat,  in  the 
present  case,  a  bill  was  necessary  to  carry 
the  deed  of  assignment  into  effect,  and  to 
enable  the  parties  to  obtain  possession  of 
diat  share  of  the  fund  which  belonged  to  the 
married  woman. 


R.  Bruce 
Feb 


3E,  V.  C.  \ 
.  19.        / 


HOWARD  V,  CONWAY. 


Legacy  —  Construction  —  Inaccurate  De- 
scription — Object  of  Gift, 

By  the  artielea  made  on  the  marriage  of 
Mr,  and  Mrs,  C,  Mr,  C,  covenanted  to  settle 
certain  estates  belonging  to  Mm,  on  himself 
for  Hfe^  andf  subject  to  a  jointure  for  Mrs,  C, 
OS  the  eldest  son  of  the  marriage  in  tail,  and 
covenanted,  that  lOOOl,,  part  of  the  fortune 
of  Mrs,  C,  should,  qfter  his  death,  go  to  the 
younger  children  of  the  marriage.  There 
wu  issue  of  the  marriage,  Mr,  B.  C,  and 
Mrs,  H,  only,  Mrs,  C.  appointed  certain 
estates,  belonging  to  her,  for  the  benefit  of 
Mrs,  H,  on  condition  that  she  relinquished 
to  her  brother  B.  C,  "  her  right  to  1,000^, 
charged  on  certain  estates,  limited  in  the 
marriage  articles :" — Held,  that  Mrs,  C,  by 
this  description,  intended  the  1,000/.  cooc" 
mUed  to  be  settled. 

By  articles,  dated  in  1784,  and  made  on 
the  marriage  of  John  Conway  aad  Elizabeth 
Lloyd,  John  Conway  covenanted  to  settle 
certain  estates,  belonging  to  him,  to  the  use 
of  himself  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
UK,  that  Elizabeth  Lloyd  should  receive  a 
jointure,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the 
first  son  of  the  marriage  in  tail,  with  re- 
mainders over.  By  the  same  articles  John 
Conway  and  Elizabeth  Lloyd,  jointly  and 
New  Sbsiks,  XIIL— Cranc. 


severally  covenanted,  that,  when  the  fortune 
of  Elizabeth  Lloyd,  which  was  stated  to 
be  about  2,000/.,  should  be  paid,  the  same 
should  be  paid  into  the  hands  of  the  trus- 
tees, on  trust,  that  they  should  pay  1,000/., 
part  thereof,  into  the  hands  of  trustees,  to 
be,  by  John  Conway,  his  heirs,  executors, 
or  administrators,  on  the  intended  settlement, 
nominated,  in  trust  to  place  out  the  same 
at  interest,  and  to  pay  &e  interest  to  John 
Conway,  for  life ;  and,  after  his  decease,  to 
divide  the  principal  among  the  children  of 
the  marriage,  other  than  the  eldest  or  only 
son. 

There  was  issue  of  the  marriage,  the  de- 
fendant, the  Rev.  B.  Conway,  and  the 
plaintiff,  Mrs.  Howard,  only. 

Mrs.  Conway,  having  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment over  certain  estates,  made  her  will,  in 
pursuance  of  the  power,  and  thereby,  after 
reciting  **that,  in  and  by  her  marriage 
articles,  her  daughter  was  entitled  to  1,000/., 
charged  upon  certain  estates  therein  /•- 
mited,**  appointed  the  estates  over  which 
she  had  such  power  to  her  husband,  John 
Conway,  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease, 
"  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  the  same 
(on  the  express  condition,  nevertheless,  that 
her  said  daughter,  her  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  relinquished, 
exonerated,  and  released,  in  &vour  of  her 
son,  B.  Conway,  his  heirs,  executors,  and 
administrators,  all  and  every  right,  title, 
and  claim,  whatsoever,  of,  in,  and  to  the 
aforesaid  charge  of  1,000/,  or  any  part  of 
the  same,)*'  to  trustees  in  fee,  to  the  use  of 
Mrs.  Howard,  for  life,  with  remainders  over. 

Mrs.  Conway  died  in  1827. 

Mr.  John  Conway  received  upwards  of 
1,000/.,  in  respect  of  his  wife's  fortune,  but 
did  not  invest  1,000/.  on  the  trusts  of 
the  settlement,  and  died  in  1836.  The  sum 
of  1,000/.  was  set  apart  from  his  assets,  in 
respect  of  his  covenant,  by  his  executors. 

The  only  question  in  this  suit  was,  whe- 
ther, by  the  words  "  1,000/.  charged  upon 
certain  estates  therein  limited,"  Mrs.  Con- 
way intended  the  1,000/.  covenanted  by  the 
articles  to  be  settled  by  Mr.  Conway. 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr,  Lloyd,  for  the 
plaintiff,  Mrs.  Howard.  —  The  testatrix, 
Mrs.  Conway,  thought  that  Mr.  Conway^s 
estates  were  charged  with  1 ,000/. ;  and  she 
wished  that  these  estates  should  go  to  her 
son,  Mr.  B,  Conway,  free  from  this  charge. 

2C 
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She  did  not  intend  that  he  should  have  any 
other  benefit  from  her,  than  that  the  estates 
should  go  to  him  free.  As  the  estates  were 
free  from  this  charge,  the  object  of  the  tes- 
tatrix was  effected  without  her  interposi- 
tion, and  the  words,  therefore,  affecting  to 
give  a  benefit  to  Mr.  B.  Conway,  are  a 
nullity. 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Chapman^  for  the 
defendant,  Mr.  B.  Conway. 

Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  executor  of  Mr.  John 
Conway. 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C. — This  is  a  mere 
error  of  description.  It  is  as  plain  as  can 
be.  The  testatrix,  having  given  other 
benefits  to  her  daughter,  desired  and  in- 
tended that  the  daughter  should  not  take 
the  1,000^.  out  of  the  family.  She  directs 
her  daughter  to  relinquish  that  sum  in 
favour  of  her  brother,  meaning,  that  the 
brother  was  to  be  benefited  to  Uie  amount 
of  1,0002.  at  the  sister's  expense,— -out  of 
what  fund  is  immaterial.  She  must  be  held 
to  have  meant  the  1,0002.  covenanted  to  be 
paid.  She  has  not  said  it  accurately ;  but 
she  has  said  it  sufficiently. 


M.R.  \ 

Feb.  20, 21, 22.  / 


MAN  V.   RICKETTS. 


Devise — Heir-aULaw — Devisavit  vel  non 
"■^Trustee — Limitations,  Statute  of. 

In  1802,  G.  C.  R.  had  an  estate  con^ 
veyed  to  him  absolutely,  by  the  descrip- 
tion of  "  all  that  capital  messuage  or  man- 
sion"  house,  with  the  gardens,  shrubberies, 
4*c.,  called  Ashford  HaU,  theretofore  the 
residence  of  J.  Green,  deceased,  and  after^ 
wards  of  Thomas  Stokes,  and  late  of  W. 
H.  Worthington,  and  land  adjoining  there* 
to,  consisting  of  upwards  of  150  acres  in 
the  whole.'*  The  shrubberies,  gardens,  S^c, 
consisted  of  about  10  acres.  Previously  to 
the  purchase,  by  G.  C.  R,  the  whole  of  the 
property  had  been  in  the  possession  of  its 
prior  respective  owners,  Green,  Stokes,  and 
Worthington,  during  a  period  of  many  years, 
and  considered  by  them,  and  by  the  persons 
living  in  the  neighbourhood,  as  one  entire 
and  undivided  estate,  and  known  by  them  as 
the  Ashford  Hall  estate,  and  so  called: 
G.  C.  R,  in  1808,  by  his  will,  devised  all 


that  his  estate,  in  Shropshire,  eaUed  Asblbrd 
Hall,  to  his  son,  T.  B.  R.  and  another  per-' 
son  (T.  B.  R,  being  his  heir-at-law  J  in 
trust  to  sell  the  same,  and  divide  the  proceeds 
amongst  T.  B.  R,  and  his  other  children, 
therein  named,  in  equal  sixth  parts.  T*3.  Rm 
acknowledged  the  validity  of  the  will  in 
divers  ways,  and  acted,  together  with  his 
co-trustee,  from  the  death  of  the  testaior,  in 
1811,  down  to  the  year  1835,  thereunder, 
and,  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  as  a  trus-^ 
tee,  sold  part  of  the  devised  estate,  which  he 
and  his  co-trustee  afterwards  duly  conveyed 
to  the  purchaser,  as  trustees,  he,  in  addiiutn, 
in  the  body  of  the  conveyance,  confimdng  the 
conveyance,  as  the  testator's  heir-at-law  : — 
Held,  that  the  whole  of  the  estate  purchased 
by  the  testator,  in  the  year  1802,  passed  by 
the  description  contained  in  the  will* 

It  is  the  ordinary  course  to  grant  an  issue, 
devisavit  vel  non,  at  the  request  of  an  heir- 
at-law ;  but  it  is  not  a  necessary  course 
when  the  special  circumstances,  as  in  the 
present  case,  are  such  as  to  render  it  nsani-> 
festly  improper. 

The  defendant  having  been  in  receipt  of 
the  rents  of  the  estate,  in  his  character  of 
trustee,  and  having  acted  in  that  chareteter, 
he  was  not  allowed  to  take  advantage  <^  the 
Statute  of  Limitations. 

Tucker  o.  Sanger,  13  Price,  119|  con- 
me$Ued  upon* 

In  the  year  1802,  George  Crawibrd 
Ricketts  purchased  an  estate  in  Shropshire, 
which  was  conveyed  to  him  by  indentures 
of  the  1st  and  2nd  of  October  of  that  year ; 
and  was  therein  described  as  follows : — *'  All 
that  capital  messuage  or  mansion-house, 
with  the  gardens,  shrubberies,  stables,  fish- 
pools,  coach-house,  out-buildings, 'and  ap- 
purtenances thereunto  belonging,  called 
Ashford  Hall,  heretofore  the  reiodence  of 
Jonathan  Green,  deceased,  and  afterwards 
of  Thomas  Stokes,  lately  of  Charles  Edward 
Nugent,  and  now  or  late  of  William  Henry 
Worthington,  and  also  all  that  piece  or 
parcel  of  meadow-land  or  ground  adjoining 
to  the  said  mansion-house,  caUed  The 
Lawn;  and  all  that  meadow  adjacent  to 
the  said  lawn,  and  containing,  with  the  said 
lawn,  28  acres  2  roods  14  perches,  and 
occupied  with  the  said  mansion-house ;  [and 
also  all  those  three  several  pieces  of  mea- 
dow or  pasture-land,  lying  together,  now 
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called  the  Team-side  Meadow,  the  Marl- 
Inrook,  the  Gravel- pit  piece,  and  the  Graul 
Meadow,  and  containing,  in  the  whole,  hy 
estimation,  41  acres,  and  now  or  late  in  the 
possession  of  Richard  Hodnet ;]  and  also  all 
that  newly-erected  ham,  with  the  fold-yards, 
sheds  and  appurtenances,  and  all  those  seve<« 
nl  pieces  or  parcels  of  meadow  ground,  pas- 
tare  land,  orchard,  and  arahle  land,  all  lying 
together,  and  containing,  in  the  whole,  hy 
admeasurement,  81  acres  and  28  perches, 
and  called  hy  the  names  of  Stoneyhridge 
Meadow,  the  new  Tending  Orchard,  the 
fiam-close  meadow,  the  Brick-kiln  field,  the 
Shaw,  the  Fishpool  field  or  meadow,  the 
upper  and  lower  HoUyditch,  Young  Wood- 
field,  and  the  upper  and  lower  Lawrence's 
Furlongs;  [and  also  all  that  messuage  in 
the  village  of  Ashford  Bowdler,  with  the 
bam,  out-huildings,  and  several  pieces  or 
parcels  of  meadow  or  pasture-land  and 
orcharding  thereto  belonging,  containing 
five  acres ;  and  also  all  that  piece  called  the 
Little  Meadow,  containing  one  acre ;]  and 
also  all  that  orchard,  piece  or  parcel  of 
land  or  ground,  heretofore  called  Holly- 
ditch  Orchard,  and  now  or  lately  called 
Wheatal's  Field,  or  Wheatal's  Orchard,  con- 
taining one  acre  and  one  rood  or  Uiere- 
abouts;  and  also  all  that  croft  or  piece 
of  meadow  land  formerly  called  Twist 
Oakfield,  and  heretofore  lying  open  with 
the  gravel-pit  piece  aforesaid,  containing 
one  acre  or  thereabouts,  all  which  said 
hereditaments  and  premises  (except  the 
said  piece  called  the  Fishpool  field  or  mea- 
dow, containing  four  acres  and  two  roods, 
which  lies  in  the  parish  of  Richard's  Castle, 
in  the  said  county  of  Salop,)  are  situate, 
lying,  and  being  in  the  parish  of  Ashford 
Bowdler,  in  the  said  county  of  Salop ;  [and 
also  all  that  piece  or  parcel  of  arable  land 
now  or  lately  known  by  the  name  of  the 
Church  Land,  formerly  part  of  the  estate  of 
Henry  Jordan,  and  situate  at  Overton,  in 
the  parish  of  Richard's  Castle  aforesaid ;] 
and  also  the  tithes,  &c. 

In  the  year  1604,  on  the  occasion  of  the 
marriage  of  Thomas  Bourke  Ricketts,  the 
eldest  son  of  G.  C.  Ricketts,  a  settlement 
was  agreed  to  be  made  by  G.  C.  Ricketts  of 
a  sum  of  4,0002.  on  T.  B.  Ricketts,  and 
his  intended  wife,  and  the  issue  of  the  mar- 
riage ;  and,  for  that  purpose,  G.  C.  Ricketts 
chaiged  that  sum,  and  the  interest  thereof. 


upon  a  considerable  part  of  the  purchased 
estate,  by  way  of  mortgage,  by  indentures 
of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  19th  and 
20th  days  of  July  1804.  The  part  of  the 
estate  mortgaged  was  described  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  the  indentures  of  1802,  but 
the  parts  which  are  included  in  brackets 
were  not  comprised  in  the  mortgage. 

George  Crawford  Ricketts,  by  his  will, 
dated  the  26th  of  April  1808,  after  describ- 
ing himself  as  of  Ashford  Hall,  in  the  county 
of  Salop,  and  thereby  bequeathing  certain 
pecuniary  legacies,  proceeded  as  follows : — 
"As  it  is  my  wish  and  desire  that  all  my 
estate  in  Shropshire,  called  Ashford  Hall, 
should  be  sold,  I  do  therefore  give  and 
devise  the  same  unto  my  son  Thomas  Bourke 
Ricketts,  and  my  son-in-law.  Rev.  R.  D. 
HaUifax,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the 
heirs  of  such  survivor,  in  trust,  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  the  same,  for  the  most  money 
that  can  be  got  for  the  same ;  the  receipts 
or  receipt  of  such  trostees  or  trustee,  as  the 
case  may  happen,  it  is  my  will  should  be 
considered  as  a  sufficient  discharge  to  the 
purchasers  or  purchaser  respectively,  for  the 
purchase  money  and  its  appropriation.  The 
proceeds  of  such  sale,  after  deducting  what 
may  be  due  on  the  mortgage  given  on  my 
eldest  son's  marriage,  I  give  and  bequeatii 
unto  my  sons,  T.  B.  Ricketts,  G.  W. 
Ricketts,  and  J.  B.  Ricketts,  and  my  daugh- 
ters, M.  B.  Anderson,  £.  B.  Hallifax,  and 
L.  F.  Ricketts,  in  equal  proportions,  share 
and  share  alike." 

The  testator  appointed  R.  F.  Hallifax 
and  T.  B.  Ricketts  the  executors  of  his 
will;  and  died  in  1811,  leaving  T.  B. 
Ricketts  and  the  other  children  named  in 
his  will,  surviving  him.  Shortiy  after  the 
testator's  death  in  1811,  T.  B.  Ricketts 
and  R.  F.  Hallifax  entered  into  possession 
of  the  devised  premises  (T.  B.  Ricketts 
occupying  the  mansion),  and  caused  the 
same  to  be  advertised  for  sale  by  public 
auction,  in  five  lots,  which  comprised  the 
whole  of  the  estate  and  hereditaments  con- 
veyed to  the  testator  by  the  indentures  of  the 
1st  and  2nd  of  October  1802,  and  printed 
particulars  and  conditions  of  sale,  describing 
the  estate  to  consist  of  a  substantial  man- 
sion, called  Ashford  Hall,  a  walled  garden, 
hothouse,  pleasure  grounds,  lawn,  and  simdry 
rich  inclosures,  the  whole  including  about 
166  acres,  more  or  less,  were,  with  the 
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approbation  of  T.  B.  Ricketts  and  R.  F. 
Hallifaz,  circulated  in  the  neighbourhood 
of  the  property,  but  no  sale  was  on  that 
occasion  effected. 

In  July  1812,  the  same  parties  instructed 
Mr.  Christie,  the  auctioneer,  in  London,  to 
offer  the  same  property  (the  mansion  being 
described  in  the  particulars  of  sale  as  Ash- 
ford  HaU)  for  sale,  with  the  exception  of  a 
part  thereof,  containing  41  acres,  and  de- 
scribed to  be  in  the  possession  of  Richard 
Hodnet,  but  no  sale  took  place.  In  Sep- 
tember 1823,  T.  B.  Ricketts,  on  behalf  of 
himself  and  his  co-trustee  R.  F.  HalUfax, 
contracted  with  Harriet  Buckley  for  the 
sale  to  her  of  part  of  the  hereditaments 
(consisting  of  the  mansion-house  and  ap- 
purtenances, and  33  acres  of  land),  com- 
prised in  the  mortgage  security  for  4,0002. , 
at  the  price  of  3,9372.  105.,  and  by  the 
conveyance  to  H.  Buckley,  dated  in  Oc- 
tober 1824,  in  which  that  part  of  the  tes- 
tator*s  will  having  reference  to  the  Ashford 
Hall  estate  was  recited,  T.  B.  Ricketts 
and  R.  F.  Hallifax  released,  and  T.  B. 
Ricketts,  in  his  character  of  heir-at-law  of 
the  said  G.  C.  Ricketts,  ratified  and  con- 
firmed the  purchased  property,  called  Ash- 
ford Hall,  &c.,  to  H.  Buckley  absolutely. 
The  purchase  money  was  applied  in  part 
payment  of  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage 
security  of  1804.  In  1831,  J.  B.  Ricketts, 
one  of  the  sons  and  legatees  named  in  the 
testator's  will,  became  bankrupt,  and  the 
plaintiffs  were  thereupon  respectively  ap- 
pointed the  creditors'  and  official  assignees 
of  the  bankrupt's  estate.  G.  W.  Ricketts, 
another  of  the  sons  and  legatees  named  in 
the  testator' s  will,  died  in  July  1 831,  having 
by  his  will  previously  made  J.  B.  Ricketts 
his  universal  legatee.  From  a  correspon- 
dence which  took  place  between  the  plain- 
tifi's'  solicitor  and  the  defendant,  T.  B. 
Ricketts,  in  1834,  the  latter,  it  appeared, 
had  acted  and  considered  himself  as  a  trustee 
of  the  property  in  question,  for  the  benefit 
of  himself  and  the  other  legatees  named  in 
the  testator's  will,  and  treated  the  property, 
up  to  the  time  of  a  sale  of  a  part  thereof  to 
H.  Buckley,  as  one  entire  and  undivided 
estate.  The  bill,  which  was  filed  by  the 
assignees  of  J.  B.  Ricketts,  against  the 
trustees,  and  the  children  of  the  testator 
claiming  to  be  interested  in  the  devised 
estate,  prayed  that  the  will  of  the  testator 


might  be  declared  well  proved  ai  esta- 
blished ;  that  an  account  might  be  taken  in 
respect  of  the  monies  leceived  by  the  trus- 
tees from  the  sale  of  such  part  of  the  Shrop- 
shire estate  as  had  been  sold,  and  of  the 
rents  received  by  the  same  parties;  that  a 
rent  might  be  fixed  by  the  Master,  and  paid 
by  T.  B.  Ricketts,  in  respect  of  his  oocapa- 
tion  of  the  mansion-house  and  appuTtesances, 
previously  to  the  sale  thereof  to  H.  Buddey ; 
that  the  unsold  part  of  the  Shropshire  estate 
might  be  sold,  and  two  sixth  parts  of  the 
proceeds  thereof  paid  to  the  plaintiflb,  and  a 
receiver  appointed  in  the  meantime.  The 
defendant,  T.  B.  Ricketts,  put  in  four  con- 
secutive answers  to  the  original  bill,  and 
the  like  number  of  answers  to  the  amended 
bill,  before  sufiicient  answers  could  be  ob- 
tained to  those  bills.  By  the  former  he 
alleged  that  the  estate,  called  Ashford  Hall, 
consisted  of  a  capital  messuage,  with  the 
garden,  shrubberies,  stables,  fish-poob, 
coach-house,  out-buildings,  and  appurte- 
nances thereunto  belonging,  containing 
about  ten  acres ;  that  the  said  capital  mes- 
suages, without  the  said  shrubberies  and 
fish-pools,  was  in  common  parlance  called 
Ashford  Hall,  and  was  so  called  before  part 
of  the  said  shrubberies  and  fish-pools  con- 
veyed therewith  to  the  testator,  under  the 
same  name,  was  purchased  from  an  adjoin- 
ing estate,  and  added  thereto ;  that  the  tes- 
tator was,  at  the  time  of  making  his  will, 
and  thenceforward,  till  the  time  of  his  death, 
seised  in  fee  simple  of  the  real  eatate,  in  the 
county  of  Salop,  containing  altogether  154 
acres  or  thereabouts,  and  which,  according  to 
the  defendant's  knowledge  and  belief,  did 
not  form  any  part  of  the  testator's  estate 
called  Ashford  Hall,  but  went  and  was 
known  to  the  testator  by  the  names  and 
descriptions  of  "  the  Ashford  Estate,"  "the 
Ashford  Farm,"  "  the  Forty  Acres,"  "  the 
House  in  Village,"  and  others,  mentioned 
in  the  mortgage  security  for  4,000/. ;  and, 
under  such  circumstances,  the  defendant,  as 
the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator,  submitted, 
that  the  words,  "  All  my  estate  in  Shrop- 
shire, called  Ashford  Hall,"  consisted  of  the 
premises  comprised  in  the  said  ten  acres,  and 
did  not  include  any  other  estate  or  property 
of  the  testator,  situate  in  Shropshire;  that 
the  estate,  called  and  disdnguiflhed  as  Ash- 
ford Hall,  was,  at  the  time  when  the  testa- 
tor made  his  will,  of  greater  value  than  the 
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sinoimt  of  the  mortgage  debt  of  4,0002. ; 
that  to  the  best  of  the  ddfendant's  knowledge 
and  belief  the  testator  never  spoke  of  or 
called  the  other  real  estate  of  154  acres,  or 
any  part  thereof,  "  Ashford  Hall,"  or  his 
"  Aahfbrd  Hall  Estate ;"  and  the  defendant, 
by  the  same  answer,  insbted  that  the  here- 
ditaments and  premises,  containing  154 
acres  or  thereabouts,  descended  to  the  defen- 
dant, as  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator.  In 
the  ansrwers  to  the  amended  bill,  the  defen- 
dant stated  his  belief,  that  the  estate  and 
hereditaments,  consisting  of  the  particulars 
set  forth  in  the  bill,  did  not,  before  the  28th 
of  September  1798,  belong  to  the  same 
proprietor,  and  were  not  considered  before 
that  time  as  one  estate,  but  that,  after  that 
time,  they  were  called  and  known  by  the 
aggregate  name  of  Ashford,  or  the  Ashford 
Estate,  and  continued  to  be  so  called  and 
known  to  the  testator  up  to  the  time  of  his 
death,  and  not  called  or  known  by  the 
aggregate  name  or  names  of  the  Ashford 
Hall  estate,  or  the  estate  of  Ashford  Hall* 

The  defendant,  T.  B.  Ricketts,  by  the 
same  answers  admitted,  that  he  had  princi- 
pally acted  in  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of 
the  testator's  will  since  the  testator's  death ; 
that  the  estate  and  hereditaments  in  ques- 
tion, so  purchased  by  and  conveyed  to  the 
testator,  in  the  year  1802,  were  treated  and 
considered  by  Ihe  defendant  up  to  the  time 
of  preparing  his  answers  to  the  original  bill, 
but  not  since,  and  by  his  co-trustee  during 
his  life,  as  one  and  die  same  devised  estate 
and  hereditaments ;  but  he  stated  that  they 
wer^  not  so  devised,  because  the  testator 
never  did  call  the  said  estate  and  heredita- 
ments Ashford  Hall,  but  called  them  his 
Ashford  estate ;  and  that  if  the  devise  was 
not  altc^ether  invalid,  by  reason  of  the  un- 
certainty of  the  property  devised,  still  no- 
thing in  law  passed  under  the  words,  "  all 
my  estate  in  Shropshire,  called  Ashford 
Hall,"  except  that  part  of  the  purchased 
premises  wluch  was  described  and  distin- 
guished from  the  other  parts  of  the  estate 
and  hereditaments,  as  being  called  Ashford 
Hall,  in  the  several  conveyances  to  and 
from  the  testator,  that  is  to  say,  "  all  that 
capital  messuage  or  mansion-house,  with 
the  garden,  shrubberies,  stables,  fish-pools, 
coac^-house,  out-buildings,  and  appurte- 
nances thereunto  belonging,  called  Ashford 
Hall;"  that  the  conveyance  to  H.  Buckley, 


containing  the  recital  of  the  testator's  desire, 
as  expressed  in  his  will,  to  the  effect  that 
all  his  estate  in  Shropshire,  called  Ashford 
Hall,  including  the  hereditaments  therein- 
after described,  should  be  sold,  was  inad- 
vertently executed  by  the  defendant,  and 
that  the  words,  "including  the  heredita- 
ments thereinafter  described,"  were  artfully 
inserted  by  the  purchaser,  who  prepared  the 
conveyance,  to  give  an  appearance  of  title ; 
and  that  the  conveyances  to  and  from  the 
testator  were  in  fevour  of  the  defendant's 
claims,  as  heir-at-law,  by  shewing  that  the 
testator  had  an  estate  which  in  tide,  viz. "  the 
capital  messuage,  with  the  gardens,  slmib- 
beries,  fish-pools,  coach-house,  out-build- 
ings, and  appurtenances,  called  Ashford 
Hall,"  completely  answered  the  descrip- 
tion in  the  will,  of  "  all  my  estate  in  Shrop- 
shire, called  Ashford  Hall." 

No  evidence  whatever  was  adduced  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  T.  B.  Ricketts, 
in  support  of  the  allegations  contained  in 
his  answers,  but  the  evidence  entered  into, 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  shewed  that 
the  estate  and  premises  were  purchased  as 
one  entire  estate,  by  a  person  named  Stokes, 
in  1797 ;  that  Green  was  the  sole  proprietor 
thereof  during  several  years  before  Stokes 
became  the  owner,  and  that  before  Ghreen 
became  the  owner,  the  estate  and  premises 
belonged  to  one  Hall,  who  devised  them  to 
Grreen ;  and  by  the  conveyance  to  Stokes, 
as  well  as  by  deeds  of  prior  date,  the  shrub' 
beries  andfish-pools  were  mentioned  amongst 
the  parcels  thereby  conveyed,  and  by  the 
evidence  of  numerous  witnesses,  several  of 
whom  had  lived  in  the  vicinity  of  the  estate 
for  very  many  years  past,  the  estate  was 
represented  by  ihem  to  have  been  known 
as  one  entire  and  undivided  estate,  and 
called  by  them  and  the  testator,  and  those 
living  in  its  vicinity,  as  the  Ashford  Hall 
Estate,  or  the  Ashford  Estate.  There  was 
also  evidence  adduced  of  a  map  having  been 
made  of  the  estate  in  1811,  by  a  vritness 
named  Evans,  by  the  direction  of  the  soli- 
citors of  the  trustees,  and  of  a  lease  which 
had  been  granted  to  a  witness  named  Carter, 
of  a  considerable  portion  of  the  estate  by 
the  trustees,  T.  B.  Ricketts  and  Hallifex ; 
there  was  also  evidence  adduced  of  the 
letters  written  by  T.  B.  Ricketts  to  H. 
Buckley,  pending  the  treaty  for  purchase 
by  her  of  part  of  the  property,  shewing  that 
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he  considered  himself  a  trastee  of  the  whole 
of  the  property,  and  also  of  the  proposed 
agreement  with  H.  Buckley,  in  1828, 
wherein  he  was  described  as  a  trastee. 

Mr,  Kindersley,  Mr,  G.  Turner^  «ndMr. 
Halleit,  in  support  of  the  plaintiffs'  case, 
contended,  that  considering  the  nature  of 
the  evidence  adduced,  and  the  long  acqui- 
escence of  the  defendant,  T.  B.  Ricketts, 
he  was  not  entitled  to  an  issue  devisavit  vel 
non,  especially  after  the  strong  opinion  ex- 
pressed by  Alexander,  C.B.,  as  reported  in 
Tucker  v.  Sanger  (1),  in  which  the  learned 
Judge  stated,  that  an  heir-at-law  was  not 
entitled  to  an  issue  where  a  sufficiently 
strong  case  was  adduced  of  his  acquiescence 
under  a  will.  The  other  cases  cited  were — 
Doe  d.  Chichester  v.  Oxenden,  3  Taunt. 

147. 
Miller  v.  Travers,  8  Bing.  244 ;  s.  c.  1 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  157. 
Doe  d.  Hiscocks  v.  Hiscocksy  5  Mee.  & 
Wels.  363 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Exch.  27. 
Wild's  case^  6  Rep.  16,  b. 

Mr,  C,  P,  Cooper  and  Mr,  Kent,  for  the 
defendant,  T.  B.  Ricketts,  contended,  that 
the  words,  "  Ashford  Hall,"  were  to  be  con- 
sidered as  restrictive  in  their  meaning,  and 
that  only  a  portion  of  the  testator's  property 
in  Shropshire  would  pass  by  such  words ; 
that  the  defendant,  the  heir-at-law,  could 
not  be  deprived  of  his  right  to  an  issue 
devisavit  vel  non  in  the  present  case,  not- 
withstanding the  evidence  adduced  of  his 
having  acted  under  the  will;  nor,  in  case  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  he  was  not 
entitled  to  an  issue,  was  he  to  be  deprived  of 
the  advantage  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
with  reference  to  the  rents  received  by  him, 
and  arising  from  the  estate — Wilson  v. 
Mount  (2). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.— There  ap- 
pears to  be  three  points  raised  here.  It  is 
said,  first,  that  it  is  not  proved  that  there 
was  any  such  will ;  secondly,  supposing  there 
was  such  a  will,  that  it  does  not  ^>pear  the 
whole  of  this  estate  passed ;  thirdly,  if  it 
shall  appear  there  was  such  a  will,  and  such 

(1)  18  Price.  119;  vide  p.  128. 

(2)  3  Ves.  191. 


an  estate  passed  by  it,  as  is  described  by  the 
bill,  then  the  defendant,  T.  B.  Ricketts,  is 
not  bound  to  account  for  the  rents  and  pro- 
fits beyond  six  years. 

The  testator  had  purchased  an  estate  in 
Shropshire,  which  was  called  Ashford  Hall, 
or  Ashford  Hall  Estate.  The  estate  is  de- 
scribed in  several  deeds,  executed  before  the 
date  of  the  will ;  and  then  the  testator  makes 
his  will,  in  which  he  says  [here  his  Lordship 
read  the  material  part  of  the  wiU,  already 
stated]. 

The  will  was  dated  the  26th  of  April 
1808,  and  the  testator  died  in  April  1811. 
The  will  was  proved  in  the  month  of  May 
1811.  Thomas  Bourke  Ricketts  accepted 
the  devise,  and,  with  his  co-trustee,  took 
upon  himself  the  execution  of  the  tmsta. 
He  was  himself  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a 
mortgage  which  had  been  made  of  a 
great  part,  though  not  the  whole  of  this 
property.  In  the  same  year  he  advertised 
the  whole  property  for  sale,  described  the 
whole  as  the  Ashford  Hall  Estate,  or  the 
estate  called  Ashford  Hall,  and  consisting  of 
166  acres  of  land,  being  the  whole  of  the 
land  and  property  which  is  now  in  question. 
A  sale  was  not  then  effected,  and  in  the 
following  year  he,  according  to  his  duty  as 
a  trustee,  together  with  Mr.  Hallifiix,  his 
co-trustee,  again  advertised  this  property  for 
sale,  not  in  the  same  words,  but  in  words 
quite  sufficiently  descriptive  to  shew  the 
whole  property  was  meant  to  be  sold.  It 
is  therefore  beyond  aU  question  an  idle 
thing  to  doubt,  that  he  and  his  co-trustee 
took  upon  themselves  the  devise  which  was 
made  to  them  in  trust,  and  undertook  to 
perform  the  trust,  and  at  that  time  hxtlj 
and  in  due  discharge  of  their  duty  endea- 
voured to  perform  the  trust,  in  order  that 
the  estate  might  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds 
divided,  according  to  the  directions  con- 
tained in  the  will.  On  the  second  attempt 
at  sale,  there  was  no  success  any  more  than 
upon  the  first.  Several  years  afterwards 
there  was  a  treaty,  which  successfully  ended 
in  the  sale  of  a  portion  of  this  estate  to  Miss 
Buckley.  The  defendant,  T.  B.  Ricketts, 
upon  that  occasion,  took  an  active  part,  as 
appears  firom  the  correspondence  that  ensued, 
and  was  produced  in  evidence ;  and  there 
was  not  the  least  doubt  or  hesitation  as  to 
the  name  of  the  estate,  as  to  what  passed  by 
the  devise,  or  as  to  what  was  his  duty,  and 
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the  duty  of  his  co^trustee,  with  reference 
thereto. 

Upon  the  performance  of  the  contract 
with  Miss  Buckley,  a  conveyance  was  exe- 
cuted ;  the  will  was  recited ;  the  defendants 
T.  B.  Ricketts  and  his  co-trustee,  as  trus- 
tees, and  as  possessed  of  the  estate  which 
ougkt  to  be  conveyed,  joined  in  the  execution 
of  that  deed.  Moreover,  the  particular  at- 
tention of  the  defendant,  T.  B.  Ricketts,  was 
called,  and  must  have  been  called  at  the 
time,  to  his  own  character  as  heir-at-law ; 
and  not  conveying  in  his  character  of  heir- 
at-law,  he  ratifies  and  confirms  what  was 
done  by  him  and  his  co-trustee,  because  he 
was  the  heir-at-law.  The  defendant,  T.  B. 
Ricketts,  now  affects  to  say,  in  the  first 
place,  that  there  was  no  such  duly  executed 
willy  or  at  least  only  a  very  small  portion  of 
the  estate  in  question  passed  by  the  will. 
I  hear  with  considerable  surprise  such  a  de- 
fence raised,  considering  the  circumstances 
that  have  t^en  place.  But  this  is  by  no 
means  all  that  occurs;  there  continues  a 
series  of  transactions — these  are  further  ne- 
gotiations with  Miss  Buckley — a  sort  of 
correspondence.  Afterwards,  one  of  his 
brothers  becomes  a  bankrupt ;  he  is  devisee 
also  of  another  brother;  the  estate,  as  to 
two  sixth  parts  of  it,  becomes  vested  in  the 
plaintiffs,  the  assignees  of  John  B.  Ricketts. 
The  defendant,  T.  B.  Ricketts,  in  the  year 
1835,  is  called  upon  to  give  an  account  of 
this  trust,  at  which  time  not  the  smallest 
question  is  raised  as  to  the  will,  or  as  to 
what  it  was  the  duty  of  the  trustees  to  do 
in  the  sale  of  the  estate.  The  defendant, 
T.  B.  Ricketts,  admitting  that  there  existed 
this  trust  for  a  sale,  and  that  the  sale  was 
made  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and  his  bro- 
thers and  sisters,  says — "  Oh,  but  there  is 
no  devise  at  all  as  to  the  interim  rents  of 
the  estate,  and  I  may  keep  the  estate  unsold 
for  forty  years,  and  the  persons  who  are 
objects  of  the  trust  are  entitled  to  no  bene- 
fit from  the  rents  to  accrue  in  the  mean- 
time." 

It  is  really  not  worth  while  to  go. fur- 
ther. There  are  other  things  stated  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiffs.  I  am  not  well  satis- 
fied that  they  are  fully  proved,  viz.  the  ac- 
count, and  one  or  two  other  things;  but 
what  I  have  stated  contains  abundant  proof 
of  continued  acting  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant, T.  B.  Ricketts,  as  trustee.     It  is 


proved  he  has  acted  as  trustee,  claimed  the 
light  to  be  treated  with  in  the  character  of 
devisee  of  the  trust,  and  admitted  that  he 
was  to  perform  his  trust  from  the  time  of  the 
testator's  death,  for  the  period  of  twenty- 
five  years.  For  that  period  he  has  thus  acted, 
perfectly  well  knowing  all  the  circumstances ; 
and  there  is  not  a  pretence  to  the  contrary, 
except  what  I  shall  notice  presently. 

The  assignees  of  the  bankrupt  brother 
filed  this  bill  in  the  month  of  December 
1836.  The  evasive  and  improper  conduct 
of  this  defendant,  T.  B.  Ricketts,  as  to  the 
mode  of  answering  the  bill,  can  have  no 
effect  on  his  right  of  answering  in  this  cause. 
He  evaded  answering  the  bill  for  reasons 
which  would  bear  no  consideration  at  all. 
However,  at  length  an  answer  was  obtained, 
and  what  does  he  say  in  his  answer  ?  What 
is  it  he  really  puts  in  issue  ? 

He  says,  he  admits  that  the  testator  was 
seised ;  that  the  testator  duly  made  and  pub- 
lished his  last  will  as  of  such  date,  and  to 
such  purport  and  effect,  as  in  the  bill  men- 
tioned, except  that  there  was  a  mistake 
made  about  a  legacy.  He  admits  the  tes- 
tator was  of  sound  mind.  Whether  it  was 
executed  so  as  to  pass  freehold  estates,  he 
submits  to  the  Court,  and  he  raises  a  question 
upon  that.  This  is  one  out  of  a  great 
number  of  answers  which  he  put  in.  Then 
he  states,  that  this  Ashford  Hall  estate, 
which  he  admitted  over  and  over  again  to 
consist  of  166  acres  of  land,  consisted  of  a 
messuage,  garden,  and  so  on,  and  ten  acres 
of  land ;  he  states  that  repeatedly  in  differ- 
ent parts  of  the  answers.  Then  he  says 
afterwards,  "  That  according  to  his  know- 
ledge and  his  belief,  the  only  estate  in  Shrop- 
shire called  Ashford  Hall,  which  passed  by 
the  will  and  is  thereby  directed  to  be  sold, 
was  a  capital  messuage  and  appurtenances, 
together  with  part  only  of  his  oUier  fireehold 
estate." 

Does  the  defendant,  T.  B.  Ricketts,  mean 
to  admit,  or  does  he  not  mean  to  admit,  that 
that  part  passed  ?  I  am  very  much  disposed 
to  think,  that  if  it  were  necessary  to  deter- 
mine that  question,  he  did  admit  that  part 
passed,  consequently  that  there  was  a  good 
devise,  and  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  have 
an  issue  tried  devisavii  vel  non.  However, 
all  that  is  ambiguous;  it  is  written  with 
studied  ambiguity ;  done  for  the  purpose,  I 
presume,  of  preventing  his  committing  him- 
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self  in  the  way  he  might  be  thought  to  have 
done,  if  he  had  said  there  was  a  good  devise 
of  it. 

I  was  very  anxious  to  ascertain  (among 
other  things)  what  it  was  that  the  defendant, 
T.  B.  Ricketts,  supposed  he  had  discovered 
after  this  bill  was  filed,  when  he  was  called 
upon  to  give  an  account  of  what  passed  by 
the  devise,  which  caused  an  alteration  of  that 
opinion  upon  which  he  had  advisedly  acted 
for  not  less  than  twenty-five  years.  What 
he  says  is  this : — **  That  he  did  not  know 
until  he  was  called  upon  by  the  original  bill 
to  state  what  the  Ashford  Hall  estate  con- 
sisted of,  that  the  testator  was  seised  of  any- 
thing so  called,  except  his  mansion-house  in 
Shropshire,  called  Ashford  Hall ;  and  de- 
fendant then  discovered  for  the  first  time 
that  the  testator  had  shrubberies  and  fish- 
pools,  which  had  been  purchased  firom  an 
adjoining  estate  a  few  years  before  he  pur- 
chased the  property,  and  were  then  so  called, 
as  well  as  the  said  mansion-house,  and  would 
not  have  passed  under  a  devise  of  the  mere 
mansion-house  only."  Now  I  was  rather 
curious  to  see  how  these  matters  were  de- 
scribed in  the  deeds.  The  deeds  convey 
**  all  that  capital  messuage  or  mansion-house, 
with  the  gardens,  shrubberies,  stables,  fish- 
pools,  coach-house,  buildings,  and  appur- 
tenances thereto  belon^ng,  called  Ashford 
Hall."  Then  the  real  question  is,  whether 
I  am  to  direct  an  issue  upon  one  point  or 
the  other.  I  will  consider  the  case  as  if  no 
admission  existed  on  the  part  of  the  defen* 
dant,  the  heir-at-law,  T.  B.  Ricketts.  The 
will  is  proved  sufficiently  for  this  Court  to 
establish  it ;  it  is  proved  to  be  thirty  years 
old,  the  testator  having  died  in  the  year 
1811.  Since  I  came  into  court,  the  re- 
gistrar has  reminded  me  that  I  had  a 
case  before  me  concerning  the  same  sub- 
ject-matter some  time  since,  in  which  the 
same  point  was  decided.  This  is  therefore 
a  case  of  the  will  being  proved ;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  it  is  to  be  established 
without  an  issue  devisavit  vel  non^  Now 
I  quite  concur  in  the  opinion  that  was 
expressed  by  Chief  Baron  Alexander,  in 
the  case  of  Tucker  v.  Sanger,  It  is  the 
ordinary  course  to  grant  an  issue  at  the  re- 
quest of  an  heir-at-law,  but  it  is  not  a  neces- 
sary course  when  the  special  circumstances 
are  such  as  to  make  it  manifestly  improper. 
Now  it  does  not  appear  that  any  case  is  pro- 


duced from  the  books  in  which,  upon  special 
reasons  assigned,  the  heir-at-law  has  been 
refused  an  issue.  I  cannot  understand  that 
that  is  so ;  I  have  not  met  with  any  such 
case ;  the  case  before  Chief  Baron  Alexander 
was  not  that  one ;  I  am  therefore  under  the 
necessity  of  making  a  precedent,  and  I  take 
the  opinion  of  Chief  Baron  Alexander,  in 
which  I  concur.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
special  circumstances  of  this  case  are  such 
as  to  make  it  proper  to  act  upon  that  opi- 
nion :  and  I  am  quite  of  opinion  they  are. 
Shall  a  trustee,  after  taking  upon  himself  a 
trust  in  the  year  1811,  proceeding  towards 
the  execution  of  it,  carrying  part  of  it  into 
execution,  procuring  the  payment  to  himself 
of  the  mortgage  which  was  to  be  paid  in 
execution  of  that  trust,  and  proceeding 
throughout  the  whole  course  of  this  busi- 
ness in  the  manner  that  is  done  in  this  case, 
and  when  the  will  is  produced  and  proved 
(which  he  himself  does  not  deny  by  his 
answer),  be  permitted  after  such  a  lapse  of 
time  to  say,  *'  Whatever  inconvenience  will 
happen  to  anybody,  I  have  a  right  to  have 
the  validity  of  the  will  tried  by  an  issue 
devisavit  vel  non."  I  am  of  opinion  that  he 
is  not  so  entitled.  The  special  circumstances 
of  this  case  seem  to  me  to  take  it  out  of  the 
general  rule,  and  bring  it  within  the  parti- 
cular rule  mentioned  by  Chief  Baron  Alex- 
ander. The  question  is,  whether  I  am  to 
direct  an  issue  to  try  parcel  or  no  parcel. 
It  would  be  absurd  to  do  it.  So  after  what 
has  passed  here,  after  what  is  contained  in 
these  deeds,  after  the  description  of  the  pro- 
perty given  by  the  defendant,  T.  B.  Ricketts 
himself,  after  the  correspondence  produced 
under  his  own  hand,  in  which  he  admits  all 
these  things,  and  upon  his  statement  in  his 
answer,  that  the  only  things  he  has  described 
are  the  fish-ponds  and  the  shrubbery,  which 
were  acquired  a  few  years  before  the  testa- 
tor purchased  the  estate,  this  Court  ia  not 
bound  to  direct  an  issue  to  try  a  matter  of 
this  kind,  if  it  is  satisfied  upon  the  evidence 
adduced  before  it,  that  there  is  no  good 
ground  for  directing  an  issue.  I  am  clearly 
satisfied  the  whole  of  this  property  passed 
by  the  will,  and  I  must  declare  to  that  efiect 
in  the  decree  I  am  to  make. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  there  is  to 
be  an  account  of  the  rents.  Can  anybody  con- 
tend that  a  trustee,  taking  possession  of  an 
estate,  receiving  the  rents,  applying  them 
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to  bis  own  use,  being  tbere  professing  that 
he  intends  to  execute  the  trust,  professing 
that  to  be  his  object  down  to  the  year  1835, 
and  having  therefore  the  possession  for  the 
use  of  the  cestuis  que  trust,  and  that  beyond 
all  doubt  or  question,  shaU  be  allowed  to  say, 
there  has  been  no  demand  of  the  rents,  or 
of  the  possession  of  the  estate  (and  that  he- 
cause  the  cestuis  que  trust  confided  in  the 
defendant  T.  B.  Ricketts'  professions,  that 
the  trust  was  to  be  executed  by  sale,  and 
that  up  to  the  time  when  this  bill  was  filed 
in  1836),  therefore  the  cestuis  que  trust  are 
not  to  call  upon  him  for  any  accounts  what- 
ever, but  that  he  is  to  be  allowed  to  apply 
them  to  his  own  use  ?  Upon  none  of  Uiese 
points  do  I  feel  that  I  ought  to  hesitate  at 
all. 

The  will  must  be  established ;  it  must 
be  declared  that  the  whole  of  the  testator's 
land  in  Shropshire  passed  by  the  will ;  there 
must  then  be  accounts  taken,  viz.  the  ac- 
counts prayed  for  by  the  bill,  except  only 
that  there  must  not  be  rests  made  in  the 
accounts.  In  taking  the  accounts,  the  mort- 
gage must  be  taken  into  consideration,  the 
defendant,  T.  B.  Ricketts,  being  entitled  to 
have  the  interest  of  the  mortgage  allowed 
in  any  account  taken  of  the  rent  up  to  the 
time  when  the  mortgage  was  paid  off ;  and 
there  must  be  an  occupation  rent  set  upon 
the  property  during  the  time  he  was  in  the 
occupation  of  it. 

Then  comes  the  question,  what  is  to  be 
done  with  the  costs  ?  I  must  take  into  con- 
sideration the  whole  conduct  of  the  defen- 
dant, T.  B.  Ricketts.  He  must  therefore 
pay  the  costs  of  the  suit  up  to  this  hearing, 
in  the  usual  way ;  and  I  shall  reserve  the 
costs  of  procee&igs  subsequent  to  this  de- 
cree until  after  the  Master  shall  have  made 
his  report. 


V 

Jan 


.C.     \ 
.25.  J 


WARNE  9.  SMITH. 


Affidavits — Amended  Bill, 

Upon  motion  for  an  injunction  on  an 
amended  hill,  affidavits  were  allowed  to  be 
read  which  were  in  opposition  to  the  answer 
to  the  original  biU,  their  contents  being  con^ 
fined  to  statements  in  the  bill,  left  unnoticed 
by  the  answer;  the  amended  bill  being 
treated  as  a  new  bill. 

New  Series,  XIII.— Chanc. 


The  bill  in  this  case  having  been  amended, 
a  motion  was  made  for  a  special  injunction, 
a  similar  injunction  having  been  quashed 
and  dissolved  previously  to  the  bill  having 
been  amended. 

The  amendments  were  passages  from  the 
answer,  put  as  pretences  in  the  amended 
bill,  and  afiidavits  in  support  of  the  injunc- 
tion were  attempted  to  be  read,  which  were 
in  opposition  to  the  answer  to  the  original 
bill ;  their  contents  being  confined  to  state- 
ments in  the  bill  lefl  altogether  unnoticed 
by  the  answer. 

Mr,  Wakefield  objected  to  the  affidavits 
being  read. 

Mr,  Bethell,  contra. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  decided,  that  the 
amended  bill  was  to  be  treated  as  a  new  bOl, 
and  the  affidavits,  being  in  support  of  it, 
must  be  admitted. 


ANDREWS  V,  LUPTON. 


v.c.    \ 

Feb.  14.  I 
Discovery,  BiU  of- — Prayer  for  Injunction, 

A  plaintiff  at  law  is  entitled  to  file  a  biU 
of  discovery. 

But  if  he  prays  for  an  injunction  in  the 
meantime,  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  all 
proceedings  at  law  against  the  plaintiff  in  the 
action,  this  prayer  for  an  injunction  is  a 
prayer  for  relief,  and  therefore  fatal  to  the 
biU  as  a  bill  of  discovery, 

A  demurrer  to  such  a  bill  was  allowed. 

This  was  a  mere  bill  of  discovery,  filed 
by  the  plaintiff  at  law,  who  was  also  the 
plaintiff  in  this  court. 

A  demurrer  was  put  in  to  the  bill  as  to 
the  discovery  and  relief  prayed  by  the  bill. 

There  was  no  other  relief  prayed  than  an 
injunction  in  the  meantime  to  restrain  the 
defendant  from  all  proceedings  at  law  against 
the  plaintiff  in  the  action  commenced  by  the 
plaintiff  against  the  defendant. 

Mr,  Stuart  and  Mr,  Mylne,  for  the  de- 
murrer. 

Mr,  Bethell  and  Mr,  Steere,  for  the  bill. 
The  plaintiff's  counsel  admitted  that  the 
bill  was  a  mere  bill  for  discovery,  in  aid  of 
the  action  at  law. 

There  was  another  ground  of  demurrer 
stated,  namely,  that  the  discovery  sought  by 
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the  bill  would  subject  the  defendant  to  pro- 
secution and  other  criminal  proceedings  in 
a  court  of  law,  and  render  him  liable  to 
pains  and  penalties.  This  latter  point  was 
not,  however,  argued. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  was  of  opinion 
that  the  prayer  for  an  injunction  was  fatal 
to  the  bill,  as  a  bill  of  discovery,  and  allowed 
the  demurrer. 


aAM,V.C.") 

in.  30.        > 
K  23,  24.  J 


WlGRAM,V.C." 

Jan. 
Feb, 


FLETCHER  V.  STEVENSON. 


Legacy — Tenant  for  Life  of  a  Residue — 
Contingent  Liabilities  of  a  Testator's  Estate. 

In  1834,  the  testator  and  three  others  took 
a  lease  from  the  Earl  of  B.  of  certain  col- 
lieries for  a  term  of  twenty -one  years,  for  the 
purpose  of  working  them  in  partnership,  and 
in  the  lease  were  contained  several  onerous 
covenants  on  the  part  of  the  lessees.  The 
testator  continued  to  carry  on  the  partnership 
business  with  his  partners  till  his  death. 
The  testator  died  in  August  1842,  and,  by 
his  will,  gave  the  income  of  his  residuary 
real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife  for  life, 
with  remainders  over.  The  widow  filed  her 
bill  for  the  administration  of  the  testator's 
estate,  claiming  to  have  the  income  of  the 
residue  paid  to  her  for  life.  The  Master^ 
by  his  report,  found  that  all  the  debts  were 
paid,  but  that  the  lease  in  question  would  not 
expire  till  1855,  and  that  until  that  time  the 
liabilities,  if  any,  of  the  testator's  estate,  in 
respect  of  the  lease,  could  not  be  ascertained 
or  got  rid  of : — Held,  upon  further  directions, 
that  as  the  fund  in  court,  ex  concessis,  wets 
not  adequate  to  meet  the  liabilities  to  which 
the  testator*s  estate  might  be  subject,  and  as 
the  tenant  for  life  was  unable  to  give  secU" 
rity  for  refunding  the  payment  she  asked, 
the  fund  must  accumulate  in  court  untU  the 
expiration  of  the  lease. 

B.  Fletcher,  the  testator,  by  his  will,  dated 
in  August  1832,  gave  all  his  real  and 
personal  estate  (subject  to  the  payment  of 
his  debts  and  certain  legacies,)  to  trustees 
therein  named,  their  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns,  upon  trust,  as  to  the  resi- 
duary personal  estate,  to  convert  into 
money,  &c.,  and  as  to  the  real  estate,  dur- 


ing the  life  of  his  wife,  upon  trust,  to  let, 
set,  and  manage  the  same,  and  receive  the 
rents,  and  thereout  to  pay  an  annual  sum 
of  50/.  for  the  benefit  of  his  niece,  Mary 
Fletcher,   &c. ;    and  he  gave  the  residue 
of  such  real   and  personal  estate   to  his 
wife  for  life,  durante  viduitate ;  and  in  case 
of  her  second  marriage,    to  pay   to  her 
thereout  lOZ.  yearly,  and  thereupon,  upon 
trust,  after  providing  for  the  annuities  of 
50Z.  and  lOl,,  to  suffer  the  residue  to  accu- 
mulate for  the  benefit  of  his  estate,  during 
the  life  of  his  widow;  and  after  her  decease, 
upon  trust,  to  sell  the  real  estate,  and  stand 
possessed  of  the  proceeds  thereof  and  the 
residuary  personal  estate,  for  the  benefit  of 
his  niece,  Mary  Fletcher,   and  other  per- 
sons, in  manner  therein  mentioned.     The 
testator  died  in  August  1840,  and  the  exe- 
cutors and   trustees  proved  the  will,  and 
accepted  the  trusts  thereof.     The  bill  was 
filed  by  the  widow  against  the  trustees  and 
executors,  and  the  parties  entitled  in  re- 
mainder under  the  will,  for  the  administration 
of  the  testator's  estate,  and  claiming  to  be 
entitled  to  have  the  rents  and  profits  of 
the  residuary  real  and  personal  estate  paid 
over  to  her  during  her  widowhood.     The 
trustees  and  executors,  by  their  answer, 
admitted  that  they  had  paid  all  the  debts 
and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  of 
the  testator,  as  far  as  they  could  be  ascer- 
tained, and  that,  after  providing  for  all  the 
legacies  and  annuities,  there  would  be  a 
considerable  surplus  in  their  hands ;  but 
they  submitted  that  they  could  not  safely 
administer  such  surplus  without  the  sanc- 
tion of  the  Court,  as  the  testator's  estate 
was  subject  to  certain  contingent  liabilities, 
which  might  eventually  absorb  the  whole  of 
the  fund  in  their  hands.     On  a  reference 
to  the  Master,  he  reported  that,  by  a  lease 
dated  the  1st  of  July  1834,  certain  collieries 
at  Haigh,  with  the  iron-foundry,  &c.,  at- 
tached thereto,  were  demised  by  the  Earl 
of  Balcarras,  for  a  term  of  twenty-one  years, 
to  the  testator  and  three  other  persons^  at  a 
yearly  rent  of  1,5681.,  and  that  in  the  lease 
were  contained  covenants  on  the  part  of  the 
lessees  to  pay  the  rent,  lo  keep  the  premises 
in  repair,  and  other  covenants  of  a  very 
onerous  nature,  with  a  proviso,  that  if  any 
of  the  lessees  should  die  during  the  term» 
and  the  heir,  executor,  or  administrator  of 
the  lessee  so  dying,  should  pay  or  tender  to 
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the  Earl  of  Balcarras,  or,  in  case  of  his  death, 
to  the  person  entitled  in  reversion,  the  sum 
of  1,000^.,  that  then  the  covenants  and 
agreements  thereinbefore  contained,  on  the 
part  of  the  lessee  so  dying,  should  absolutely 
cease,  and  all  liability,  in  respect  of  any 
future  breach,  &c.,  be  absolutely  released, 
yet  not  so  as  to  release  the  surviving  les- 
sees. The  Master  also  found,  that  imrne- 
diately  after  the  execution  of  the  lease,  the 
four  lessees  entered  into  copartnership  ifbr  a 
term  of  twenty-one  years,  for  working  the 
collieries,  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  ex- 
pressed in  certain  articles  of  partnership,  exe- 
cuted by  them  in  May  1835,  whereby  it  was, 
amongst  other  things,  agreed,  that  in  case  of 
the  death  of  any  of  the  partners  during  the 
term,  his  executors  or  administrators  might 
become  a  partner  or  partners  in  the  said  con- 
cern, for  the  residue  of  the  term,  subject  to  the 
provisoes,  &c.  therein  contained ;  provided 
that  if  such  executors,  &c.  should,  within 
four  calendar  months  after  the  death  of  their 
respective  testator  or  intestate,  elect  not  to 
become  a  partner,  &c.,  and  should,  within 
four  calendar  months,  give  notice  of  their 
determination  to  such  surviving  partners, 
then  the  executors  or  administrators  of  each 
of  such  deceased  partners,  should  have  and  re- 
ceive from  the  surviving  partners  the  sum  of 
1,000/. ;  and  the  interest  in  the  said  concern 
of  each  such  deceased  partner  should  cease, 
as  from  the  day  of  his  respective  death,  and 
his  share  of  the  capital,  &c.  should  be  paid 
out  in  manner  therein  mentioned.  It  also 
appeared  that,  by  deed  of  the  4th  of  June 
1838,  Carwell,  one  of  the  partners,  assigned 
all  his  interest  in  the  stock  and  effects,  and 
in  the  premises  demised,  to  the  continuing 
partners  (including  the  testator) ;  and  in 
consideration  thereof  the  continuing  part- 
ners jointly  and  severally  covenanted  to 
indemnify  Carwell  from  all  partnership 
debts  and  from  all  losses,  &c.,  in  respect  of 
the  breach  or  non-performance  of  any  of  the 
covenants  or  conditions  in  the  said  lease 
contained;  that  the  testator  continued  to 
carry  on  the  said  partnership  till  his  death 
in  August  1842,  and  that  within  four  calen- 
dar months  his  executors  gave  notice  to  the 
surviving  partners,  that  they  elected  not  to 
become  partners  in  the  concern ;  and  they  also 
applied  to  the  Earl  of  Balcarras  and  Carwell, 
and  requested  them  to  come  to  some  arrange- 
ment for  releasing  the  testator's  estate  from 


the  liabilities  under  the  lease,  and  the  deed 
of  indemnity  of  June  1838;  that  the  Earl  of 
Balcarras  was  willing  to  accept  the  1  fiOOl, 
and  to  release  the  testator's  estate,  but  that 
Carwell  refused  to  come  to  any  agreement 
for  releasing  the  testator's  estate  from  any 
liability  under  the  indemnity  deed,  and  that 
the  executors  had,  in  consequence,  declined  to 
pay  the  1,000Z.  to  the  Earl  of  Balcarras.  The 
Master  also  found,  that  the  said  lease  would 
expire,  by  lapse  of  time,  in  1855 ;  and  that 
until  that  time  the  liabilities,  if  any,  of  the 
testator's  estate  under  the  lease  and  indem- 
nity, could  not  be  ascertained  and  liqui- 
dated, and  that  nothing  could  be  done  to 
get  rid  of  or  make  provision  for  such  lia- 
bilities ;  and  that  the  executors  had  acted 
properly  in  declining  to  pay  the  1,000/.  to 
the  Earl  of  Balcarras  under  the  provisions 
of  the  lease. 

The  cause  coming  on,  on  further  direc- 
tions, the  question  was,  whether  the  income 
of  the  residue  should  be  paid  to  the  tenant 
for  life,  or  whether  such  income  ought  to 
be  accumulated  to  remain  in  court,  together 
vnth  the  capital,  as  a  fund  to  meet  any  pos- 
sible liability  of  the  testator's  estate  in  the 
event  of  the  breach  of  any  of  the  covenants 
in  the  lease. 

Mr,  Romilly  and  Mr.  Bourdillon,  for  the 
widow. — By  leaving  the  capital  fund  in 
court,  and  paying  the  interest  to  the  tenant 
for  life,  the  executors  will  incur  no  respon- 
sibility ;  at  law,  an  executor  is  only  liable 
for  money  come  to  his  hands,  and  when  he 
has  paid  money  into  court  he  is  rele^ed. 
Hawkins  v.  Day,  Amb.  160. 
Simmons  v.  Bollandf  3  Mer.  547. 

[WiGRAM,  V.C— If  the  Earl  of  Balcarras 
discharges  you,  he  releases  Carwell  also.] 

That  is  not  so  in  the  case  of  a  co-surety — 
Ex  parte  Gifford,  6  Ves.  805. 

Mr,  Tinney  and  Mr.  Fleming^  for  the 
parties  entitled  in  remainder. — ^Where  the 
possible  demand  vrill  affect  the  interest  as 
well  as  the  principal,  the  Court  will  impound 
the  income ;  for  the  burden  ought  to  £&11  on 
the  tenant  for  life  as  well  as  upon  those  in 
remainder.  Suppose  a  debt  payable  out 
of  the  testator's  estate,  or  accruing  due  to 
the  testator,  ten  years  hence,  the  loss  or 
benefit  must  be  apportioned  between  the 
tenant  for  life  and  remainder-man,  by  esti- 
mating the  value  at  the  testator's  death.—- 
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Howe  V.  Lord  Darlmouthy  7  Ves.  148. 
Pickering  v.  Pickering,  4  Myl.  &  Cr. 
303 ;  8.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc. 
336. 
Till  the  liabOity  is  disposed  of,  the  Court 
will  not   distribute  the  fund — Thomtu  v. 
Montgomery,  1  Rnss.  &  Myl.  729. 

Mr,  Spence  and  Mr,  Bazalgette,  for  the 
executors. — The  interest  is  legal  assets  in 
the  hands  of  the  executors,  and  the  Court 
could  not  protect  us  from  the  claim  of  the 
covenantee. 

Gavni  v.  Taylor,  2  Hare,  413. 

Antrohus  v.  Davidson,  3  Mer.  581. 

Vernon  v.  Lord  Egmont,  1  Bli.  (n.s.) 
554. 

Buries  v,  Popplewell,  10  Sim.  383. 

Manaton  v.  Manaton,  2  P.  Wms.  234. 

Mr,  RomiUy  replied. 

Feb.  24. — WiGRAM,  V.C. — The  question 
in  this  case  is,  whether  the  Court  will  order 
the  income  of  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
executors,  and  which  constitutes  the  resi- 
duary estate  of  the  testator,  to  be  paid  to 
the  widow,  the  tenant  for  life ;  or  whether 
that  income  is  to  be  accumulated,  and,  toge- 
ther with  the  capital,  is  to  remain  in  court, 
as  a  provision  against  certain  covenants  of 
the  testator,  not  yet  broken.  Under  these 
covenants  the  testator's  estate,  as  between 
himself  and  the  Earl  of  Balcarras,  was  pri- 
marily liable,  but  only  as  surety  between 
the  testator  and  his  late  partners.  If  the 
widow  could  give  security  to  refund  the  in- 
terest, or  if  the  residue  was  of  such  an 
amount  that  it  could  of  itself  be  considered 
a  sufficient  security  for  any  possible  demand 
that  might  be  made  against  the  estate,  I 
should,  at  least  as  far  as  Uie  Earl  of  Balcarras 
is  concerned,  have  felt  little  difficulty  in 
acceding  to  the  widow's  application.  For 
this  I  should  have  considered  the  cases  of 
Simmons  v.  Bolland  and  Hawkins  v.  Day 
sufficient  authority  ;  but  neither  of  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  those  cases  being 
found  in  this,  I  am  compelled  to  consider 
this  case  upon  principle.  The  widow's 
claim  is  opposed,  first,  by  the  executors  in 
respect  of  the  absent  covenantee,  and,  se- 
condly, by  the  remainder-men.  So  fair  as 
the  executors  are  personally  concerned,  they 
are  safe  in  acting  under  the  directions  of  the 


Court ;  but,  in  consideration  of  the  protec- 
tion that  is  due  to  the  covenantee,  I  must 
consider  whether  the  Court,  taking  the  fund 
out  of  the  hands  of  the  executors,  can  do 
less  than  the  executors  would  be  bound  to 
do  if  the  fund  had  remained  in  their  hands. 
The  fund  is  producing  interest  in  their 
hands,  and  if  allowed  to  remain  there,  it 
would  produce  interest,  the  benefit  of  wUch 
interest  the  covenantee  would  be  entitled 
to,  in  case  of  breach  of  the  covenants.  I 
am  not  prepared  to  admit  that  the  Court 
would  not,  in  favour  of  the  covenantee, 
charge  the  executor  with  interest  if  he 
omitted,  vrithout  reasonable  cause,  to  make 
the  residue  productive,  or  if  he  should  pay 
the  interest  to  the  legatee,  with  notice  of 
the  covenant  in  question.  I  must  repeat, 
however,  that  I  am  dealing  with  a  case  in 
which,  ex  concessis,  the  estate  cannot  be 
represented  as  adequate  to  meet  the  onerous 
covenants  to  which  it  is  liable.  Inde- 
pendent of  the  question  as  it  afiects  the 
covenantee,  I  am  not  prepared  to  reject  the 
arguments  of  the  residuary  legatees  in 
remainder.  The  tenant  for  life  is  only 
entitled  to  the  income  of  the  true  residue 
of  the  testator's  estate.  If  the  demands  to 
which  the  testator's  estate  may  possibly  be 
liable  were  certain,  though  future,  I  am  not 
prepared  to  say  that  the  present  value  of 
all  the  liabilities  might  not  be  ascertained  in 
order  to  get  at  the  true  residue  of  the  estate 
which  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  remainder- 
men are  to  enjoy  in  succession,  upon  the 
same  principle  upon  which  the  Court,  in 
favour  of  the  tenant  for  life,  reduces  the 
future  assets  into  possession  at  their  present 
value.  If  that  be  true,  where  the  liability 
is  certain,  it  must  be  equally  so  till  the  result 
is  known.  In  a  case  where  no  security  can 
be  given,  and  where  it  is  admitted  that  the 
capital  fund  in  the  executor's  hands  is  not 
a  sufficient  security  for  the  possible  breach 
of  the  covenants,  I  cannot  interfere  in  favour 
of  the  tenant  for  life.  It  was  suggested  that 
some  arrangement  might  be  made  with  the 
Earl  of  Balcarras,  tibe  covenantee.  The 
Court  would  give  every  facility  towards  the 
accomplishment  of  such  an  arrangement; 
bnt  if  that  cannot  be  done,  the  fund  must 
accumulate  till  the  expiration  of  the  lease. 
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WASTELL  9.  LESLIE. 
CARTER  V.  LESLIE. 


WiU — Charge  of  Debts  Vfon  Corpus  or 
Income* 

A  testator  charged  aU  his  estate  with  the 
payment  of  his  debts  and  leg€tcies,  and  he 
authorized  the  trustees  of  his  wiU  to  raise 
4,0OOL  by  mortgage^  for  that  purpose.  The 
property  of  the  testator  consisted  chiefly  of 
a  lunatic  asylum,  the  annual  profits  of  which 
amounted  to  a  considerable  sum,  and  the  wiU 
contained  special  directions  for  the  manage^ 
ment  of  the  asylum,  and  referred  to  it  as  part 
of  the  property  on  which  the  debts  were 
charged,  and  out  of  which  several  annuities 
given  by  his  wiU  were  to  be  paid : — Held, 
that  the  debts,  ^e.  were  charged  on  the  corpus 
of  ike  property,  including  the  asylum ;  and 
that  as  between  the  tenant  for  life  and  the 
parties  entitled  in  remainder  under  the  will, 
the  income  and  profits  of  the  asylum  were  not 
liMe  to  bear  the  charge. 

Sir  Jonathan  Miles  being  entitled,  partly 
in  fee  simple  and  partly  for  terms  of  years, 
to  a  lunatic  asylum  at  Hoxton,  executed 
certain  deeds  in  1809  and  1812,  respectively, 
whereby  the  asylum  became  vested  in  trus- 
tees, in  trust  to  liquidate  certain  debts  out 
of  the  profits  of  the  asylum,  and  to  pay  to 
Sir  J.  Miles  an  annual  sum  of  7002.,  during 
the  continuance  of  the  trusts,  with  power 
for  him  to  dispose  of  that  sum  by  will,  in 
case  of  his  death  before  the  trusts  were 
performed. 

Sir  J.  Miles,  by  his  will,  dated  in  Janu* 
^  1821,  after  charging  his  debts,  and 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  on  his 
real  estate,  if  his  personal  estate  should  be 
insufficient,  bequeathed  500/.  per  annum, 
part  of  the  said  annuity  of  7002.,  to  Amelia 
Smith ;  1502.  per  annum,  further  part  thereof, 
to  his  son-in-law,  William  Wastell ;  and  the 
remaining  501.  per  annum  to  his  son,  Jona- 
than Miles ;  and  the  testator  directed  that 
W.  Wastell  should  be  continued  manager  of 
the  said  concern  at  Hoxton,  during  the 
continuance  of  the  trust  deeds :  and  after 
some  small  legacies  and  a  specific  devise,  he 
bequeathed  3,0002.  to  Amelia  Smith,  to  be 


paid  as  soon  after  his  decease  as  the  state 
of  his  property  and  concerns  would  admit 
of;  and  he  gave  to  A.  Smith  during  her 
life  an  annuity  of  8002.  per  annum,  charged 
on  all  his  freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold 
land,  except  that  which  was  the  subject  of 
the  specific  devise,  and  upon  the  rents,  issues, 
profits,  and  proceeds  of  the  lunatic  asylum, 
without  prejudice  to  the  trusts  of  the  above- 
mentioned  deeds,  during  the  continuance 
thereof,  and  directed  the  first  quarterly 
payment  of  the  annuity  to  be  made  on  the 
first  quarter  day  after  his  death,  if  the  trusts 
of  the  deeds  should  have  been  then  per- 
formed, but  if  not,  on  the  first  quarter  day 
after  they  should  have  been  performed. 
He  then  gave  to  his  son,  Jonathan  Miles, 
5002.,  and  an  annuity  of  1002.  per  an- 
num for  his  life,  with  similar  directions 
for  the  payment  of  them.  And,  subject  as 
aforesaid,  the  testator  gave  and  devised  the 
asylum  and  all  his  residuary  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  there- 
with to  pay  his  funeral  and  testamentary 
expenses,  debts,  and  legacies,  and  for  that 
purpose  to  raise  any  sum  of  money  not  ex- 
ceeding 4,0002.  by  mortgage  (but  not  by 
sale,)  of  his  real  and  leasehold  estate,  (such 
mortgage  to  have  priority  over  the  annuities 
given  by  the  will,)  and  after  performance 
of  the  trusts  created  by  the  trust  deeds, 
and  during  the  continuance  of  the  trusts 
created  by  the  will,  to  carry  on  the  business 
of  the  lunatic  asylum  ;  and  he  directed  that 
W.  Wastell  should  be  the  sole  manager  and 
conductor  of  the  said  concern,  and  should 
have  his  then  salary  for  that  office  be- 
fore payment  of  the  sums  charged  by  his 
will,  and  have  the  sole  possession  of  the  real 
and  personal  estate  belonging  to  the  said 
concern  ;  and  in  case  of  Wastell's  death 
or  refusal  to  act  as  manager,  the  trustees 
were  to  appoint  some  other  competent 
manager  at  a  proper  salary ;  and  the  ma- 
nager was  to  account  to  the  trustees,  and 
to  pay  over  to  them  the  net  profits,  and 
the  trustees  were  to  invest  all  personal 
estate,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  trust 
property,  both  real  and  personal,  to  pay  the 
annuities  of  8002.  and  1002.,  and  the  ex- 
penses of  carrying  on  the  asylum  ;  and 
subject  thereto  to  stand  possessed  of  the 
trust  property  and  the  net  profits  of  the 
asylum,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  yearly  income, 
(subject  to  the  annuities  of  8002.  and  1002., 
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and  to  the  sums  of  200^.  after-mentioned,) 
to  Wastell  for  his  life ;  and  also  an  annuity 
of  2002.  per  annum  to  each  of  his  grand- 
daughters, Louisa  Amelia,  who  afterwards 
intermarried  with  Mr.  Carter,  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  second  suit,  and  Ellen  Miles 
Wastell  and  Harriett  Ann  Wastell,  (who 
were  the  plaintiffs  in  the  first  suit,)  at  twenty- 
one  or  marriage,  during  the  life  of  W.  Was- 
tell, their  father,  and  after  his  death,  upon 
certain  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  his  three 
grand-daughters . 

The  testator  died  in  July  1821.  His 
personal  estate  was  not  sufficient  for  the 
payment  of  his  debts,  exclusive  of  the  debts 
remaining  due  under  the  trust  deeds,  and 
the  trustees  raised  4,0002.  by  mortgage,  and 
applied  it  in  payment  of  part  of  the  debts. 

In  1824,  all  that  remained  due  under  the 
trust  deeds  was  paid,  and  possession  of  the 
asylum  was  given  up  to  the  trustees  of  the 
will :  but  as  the  monies  which  were  owing 
to  the  concern  at  the  death  of  the  testator 
were  nearly  sufficient  for  the  payment  of  all 
the  debts  payable  under  the  trust  deeds, 
although  those  monies  were  not  got  in  until 
some  time  afler  his  death,  the  annuities  of 
8002.  and  1002.  were  paid  from  a  short  time 
after  his  decease,  and  while  the  trustees 
under  the  deeds  remained  in  possession. 

W.  Wastell  died  in  1 836,  and  both  these 
suits  were  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  hav- 
ing the  trusts  of  the  will  carried  into  exe- 
cution, and  of  taking  the  accounts  of  the 
testator's  estate.  The  chief  question  in 
these  causes  was,  whether  the  debts  of  the 
testator  were  to  be  paid  out  of  the  corpus 
of  the  estate,  or  out  of  the  income. 

The  causes  were  heard  before  the  Yice 
Chancellor,  in  February  1841,  when  his 
Honour  declared  that  the  debts  and  legacies 
were  charged  upon  the  corpus  of  his  residu- 
ary real  and  personal  estate,  and  also  that 
the  annuities  of  8002.  and  1002.  and  the 
legacies  of  3,0002.  and  5002.  did  not  become 
payable  until  the  possession  of  the  asylum 
was  relinquished  by  the  trustees  of  the  deed. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Carter,  and  also  the  two 
other  daughters  of  Mr.  Wastell,  appealed 
from  this  decision. 

The  Solieiior  General,  Mr.  Tinney,  Mr, 
RoupeUt  Mr.  Heathfield,  and  Mr.  Forster, 
supported  the  appeal ;  and — 

Mr.  Stuart,  Mr.  Swansion,  Mr.  Burge, 
Mr.  Spence,  Mr.  James  Parker,  Mr.  Side- 


bottom,   and    Mr.    White,    supported     the 
decree. 

It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  appel- 
lants, that  the  debts  and  legacies  must  fall 
on  the  profits,  because  in  an  establishment 
like  the  lunatic  asylum  in  question,  there 
was  nothing  except  the  profits  which  was 
of  any  considerable  value :  that  the  profits 
did  in  fact  constitute  the  concern :  and  that 
there  was  no  corpus  out  of  which  the  heavy 
charges  imposed  by  the  will  could  possibly 
be  paid  without  the  assistance  of  the  profits. 

Mar.  1. — The  Lord  Chancellor  [after 
stating  the  purport  of  the  will]. — In   the 
first  place,  as  to  the  nature  of  the  property, 
and  as  to  the  rule  of  this  Court  with  respect 
to  property.     The  rule,  I  understand  to  be 
this,  that  where  property  is  of  a  permanent 
character,  yielding  an  annual  income,  in  that 
case,  where  it  is  charged  with  the  debts,  and 
an  interest  is  given  for  life  to  an  individual, 
and  the  remainder  over,  the  tenant  for  life 
is  to  keep  down  the  interest  of  the  debt,  and 
the  debt  itself  is  placed  upon  the  corpus  of 
the  estate.     If  it  is  property  of  a  perish- 
able nature,  or  a  property  limited  in  point 
of  duration,  it  would  be  unreasonable  to 
make    such   an   arrangement,    because   it 
would  fiiU  heavily  on  the  person  in   re- 
mainder ;  and,  therefore,  the  question   for 
consideration  as  to  the  fact  is  to  ascertain 
what  is  the  nature  of  this  property,  whether 
it  is  of  a  permanent  character  or  not.     It  is 
an  old  established  asylum,  yielding  a  profit 
of  about  4,0002.  a  year ;  for  I  think  from 
the  year  1824  to  the  year  1836,  the  profits 
amounted    to    about  50,0002.,  averaging 
about  4,0002.  a  year.    It  has  gone  on  for  a 
long  while  in  that  way  retrospectively,  and 
there  seems  no  reason  why  it  should  not 
go  on  in  the  same  way  for  the  future.      I 
consider  it  to  be  property  of  a  pennanent 
nature,  yielding  not  a  precise  fixed  annual 
income,   but  an    average    annual  income 
of  a  certain  amount,  as  far  as  it  at  pre- 
sent appears,   of   about    4,0002.   a   year. 
That  I  consider  to  be  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
perty.    It  does  not  at  all  resemble  the  case 
put  by  Mr.  Roupell,  (I  think  it  was,)  of  a 
patent  which  expires  at  the  expiration  of 
fourteen  years,  or  a  shorter  period,  or  pro- 
perty of  Uuit  nature.     Nor  is  it  of  a  perish- 
able nature.     It  goes  on,  as  it  appears  to 
me,  just  in  its  present  shape,  and  no  person 
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can  exactly  assign  any  limit  to  its  duration. 
I  consider,  therefore,  the  property  is  of  such 
a  description  as  to  fall  within  the  general 
nile  established  by  this  Court.  Dimes  v. 
SeoU  (1)  was  cited ;  but  that  does  not 
appear  to  me  to  have  any  reference  at  all 
to  this  case,  except  as  la3ring  down  and 
stating  the  principle  which  I  have  stated, 
because  in  Dimes  v.  Scottf  there  was  an 
express  direction  to  the  trustees  to  convert 
the  property.  So  far  from  there  being  any 
direction  in  this  case  that  the  property  is 
to  be  converted,  the  trustees  are  directed  to 
keep  it  on  foot,  and  to  carry  it  on  in  the 
same  way  in  which  it  had  hitherto  been  car> 
ried  on.  Dimes  v.  Scott,  therefore,  cannot  be 
cited  against  the  view  I  take.  On  the  con- 
tnuy,  as  far  as  the  general  principle  goes,  it 
supports  it.  It  turns,  however,  as  ^  as  I 
have  now  stated,  on  the  question  of  &ct,  as 
to  the  nature  of  the  property  and  the  opinion 
I  entertain  as  to  its  present  character ;  and  I 
think,  under  all  the  circumstances,  that  I 
am  justified  in  assuming  the  property  ought 
to  be  considered  of  a  permanent  character, 
80  as  to  Ml  within  the  general  principle  laid 
down  by  this  Court. 

The  next  question  is  as  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  will,  whether  there  is  any 
thing  in  this  will  to  lead  me  to  depart  from 
the  usual  course  in  cases  of  this  kind.  I 
have  attended  to  the  arguments  arising 
out  of  the  win,  and  it  does  not  appear  to 
me,  when  I  consider  those  arguments,  and 
advert  to  the  will  itself,  that  they  vary  the 
case.  First  of  all,  there  is  a  provision  for 
the  payment  of  the  debts.  .  The  amount  of 
4,000/.  is  to  be  raised  by  mortgage,  but 
not  by  sale,  of  the  freehold  and  leasehold 
property.  That  would  fell  upon  the  cor- 
pus of  the  estate,  and  the  interest  would 
be  to  be  kept  down  by  the  tenant  for  life. 
That  was  the  view,  therefore,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  4,000/.,  which  the  testator  himself 
took  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  debts 
should  be  paid,  and  the  funds  with  which 
they  should  be  chaigeable.  It  is  probable, 
therefore,— it  is  fair  to  infer,  that  if  he  had 
considered  the  4,000j.  not  sufficient  for  that 
purpose,  and  bad  thought  it  necessary  to 
add  2,000/.  or  3,000/.  more,  the  disposition 


(1)  4  Rqm.  195.    See  Jarman  on  Wills,  c.45. 
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would  have  been  of  a  similar  character.  The 
observation  was  made  in  the  course  of  the 
argument ;  but  it  was  said  in  answer  to  it, 
that  though  it  had  weight,  it  would  have  had 
considerably  greater  weight  if  it  had  been  a 
mortgage  of  £e  whole  concern.  I  do  not  see 
the  effect  of  that,  and  for  this  reason : — ^what 
is  the  concern?  A  concern  yielding  an 
annual  profit.  The  profits  are,  in  point  of 
value,  the  concern.  What  do  those  profits 
arise  out  of  ?  The  proceeds  minus  the  deduc-* 
tions.  The  mortgage  interest  is  a  deduction. 
It  is  a  deduction  from  the  profits,  a  deduc- 
tion from  the  concern.  And  whether  the 
whole  concern  had  been  mortgaged,  or  only 
that  part  which  is  deducted,  the  result  would 
have  been  precisely  the  same.  Therefore,  I 
do  not  see  the  force  of  that  distinction.  On 
the  contrary,  resorting  to  that  distinction 
satisfies  me  that  the  learned  counsel  who 
did  resort  to  it  felt  the  force  of  the  general 
argument  arising  out  of  the  provision  as  to 
the  4,000/.  for  the  debto. 

There  was  another  observation  that  I 
think  also  was  material  in  that  view  of  the 
case,  which  was  this : — if  the  debts  were  to 
be  paid  out  of  the  income,  and  the  testator 
had  anticipated  a  large  amount  of  debt,  the 
consequence  would  be,  that  the  first  year's 
income  or  second  year's  income,  according 
to  the  amount,  wotdd  be  entirely  exhausted 
by  the  pay  mentof  the  debts.  That  never  could 
have  been  contemplated  or  intended ;  be- 
cause he  has  an  express  provision  which  he 
most  anxiously  guards  as  to  the  payment  of 
those  annuities.  They  are  to  be  paid  the  first 
quarter  the  parties  ti^e  possession  after  the 
determination  of  the  existing  trustforthepay- 
ment  of  debts.  That  never  could  have  taken 
effect,  if  a  large  amount  of  debt  was  in  the 
first  instance  to  be  paid,  because  the  debt 
would  be  the  first  charge;  and,  thereibre, 
this  which  he  provides  for  so  anxiously,  the 
payment  of  this  aaauity,  must  have  been 
postponed  till  the  debts  were  satisfied. 
Therefore,  I  think,  that  was  another  ground 
for  supposing  the  testator  did  not  intend  to 
depart  from  the  usual  course. 

The  argument  on  the  other  side  was  to 
this  effect:  It  was  said  there  is  a  salary  al- 
lowed to  Mr.  Wastell,  for  the  management  of 
the  concern,  and  Mr.  Wastell  also  is  to  have 
the  surplus :  why  give  him  a  salary,  if  he  is 
to  have  all  the  surplus  ?  because,  whether  he 
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had  a  salary  or  not,  the  concern  would  have 
been  precisely  the  same,  except  with  this 
view,  that  if  the  debts  were  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  life  estate,  they  might  take  up  two  or 
three  years  of  the  life  estate,  and  during 
that  time,  unless  there  was  a  salary  provided 
for  Mr.  Wastell,  he  might  receive  nothing 
for  his  management;  and,  therefore,  it  is 
fair  to  argue,  that  th&  testator  took  this 
circumstance  into  his  consideration,  and 
meant  that  the  debts  should  be  paid  out  of 
the  income.  But  I  think  the  answer  to 
that  is  twofold.  In  the  first  place,  Mr. 
Wastell  does  not  stand  alone  in  that  stipu- 
lation. It  is  contemplated,  that  other  per- 
sons might  be  employed  for  the  manage- 
ment of  the  concern,  and  the  stipulation  is 
general,  not  applicable  to  Mr.  Wastell  alone, 
but  to  any  person  or  persons  who  might 
happen  successively  to  have  the  manage- 
ment of  the  concern.  It  is  true  no  distinc- 
tion is  taken  as  to  Mr.  Wastell,  and  it  is 
not  natural  that  such  a  distinction  should 
be  taken.  My  object,  says  the  testator,  is 
that  the  party  managing  the  concern,  who- 
ever it  is,  whether  it  is  Mr.  Wastell  or  any 
body  else,  shall  have  a  salary ;  and,  there- 
fore, provision  is  made  accordingly.  Con- 
sequently, I  do  not  think  there  is  much  in 
that  argument. 

But  there  is  another  mode  of  meeting 
the  argument,  which  is  this: — There  are 
various  charges  on  the  proceeds  of  the  pro- 
perty. First  of  all,  there  is  the  interest  of 
the  mortgage ;  there  are  these  annuities  to 
be  deducted  out  of  it,  and  it  is  a  possible 
case  that  there  might  be  no  surplus  at  all. 
It  was  impouible  for  the  testator  to  guard 
against  all  contingencies.  Therefore  it  was 
natural  he  should  have  said,  at  all  events,  if 
the  profits  flail  ever  so  low,  Mr.  Wastell,  for 
his  management,  shall  have  a  fixed  salary. 
That,  I  think,  is  a  complete  and  satisfactory 
answer  to  the  objection.  It  was  necessary 
to  guard  against  that  contingency ;  though 
an  improbable  event,  still  it  was  a  possible 
event. 

Then  another  argument  urged  by,  I 
think,  Mr.  Tinney,  was,  that  a  greater  part 
of  these  debts  were  simple  contract  debts, 
and  that  there  is  no  interest  on  simple 
contract  debts,  and  therefore,  the  tenant  for 
life  would  pay  nothing  under  those  cir- 
cumstances;  that  parties  might   come  on 


the  establishment,  ins&t  oil  payment,  and 
break  it  up ;  and  that  it  was  impossible 
the  testator  should  have  considered  those 
debts  postponed  till  after  the  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life.  The  answer  to  that  is  this, 
if  they  do  come  .upon  the  concern,  the 
trustees  will  feel  it  their  duty  to  provide  for 
the  payment  of  the  debts.  Probably  they 
would  think  it  necessary  to  borrow  "money 
at  interest  to  satisfy  those  debts,  to  keep 
the  establishment  alive,  and  to  protect  it. 
The  consequence  then  would  be,  that  there 
would  be  interest  payable  in  respect  of 
money  so  borrowed,  and  the  interest  would 
fall  on  the  tenant  for  life.  I  think  that  is 
mere  machinery  in  the  case,  and  does  not  at 
all  afiect  the  principle. 

The  result  I  come  to  is  this,  that  the 
property  is  property  of  such  a  permanent 
character,  yielding  an  average  fixed  income, 
as  to  fall  within  the  general  principle  and 
rule  of  this  court,  as  to  property  of  that 
kind,  as  between  a  tenant  for  life  and  re- 
mainder-man ;  and  I  think  there  is  nothing 
in  the  will  affecting  this  general  rule,  as  to 
that  disposition.  On  the  contrary,  accord- 
ing to  my  view,  the  argument  tends  the 
other  way.  On  looking  carefully  at  the  will , 
it  rather  supports  that  view  of  the  applica- 
tion of  the  property  to  the  payment  of  debts 
than  otherwise.  I  think,  therefore,  as  far  as 
relates  to  that  part  of  the  case,  the  decision 
of  the  Vice  Chancellor  was  right. 

It  appears  to  me,  there  was  nothing 
in  the  other  point  made,  which  was  this, 
that  the  trustees  should  be  responsible 
for  what,  without  their  wilful  default, 
might  have  been  collected.  I  believe  the 
Vice  Chancellor  thought,  and  so  it  appears 
to  me,  that  there  was  nothing  to  support 
a  case  of  that  description,  and  that  the 
whole  merits  of  the  case,  as  it  appears  in 
all  the  circumstances,  will  be  sufficiently 
answered,  by  requiring  the  executors  in  the 
ordinary  and  usual  way  to  account  for  what 
tliey  themselves  have  received,  or  what  has 
been  received  by  any  other  person  or  per- 
sond  on  their  account,  and  for  their  use,  and 
that  is  in  substance  and  effect  the  decree. 
I  afiirm  the  decree.  Therefore  I  think  I 
must  dismiss  both  appeals,  with  costs. 
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K.  Bruce, 
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MIDLAND  COUNTIES  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY  V,  OSWIN. 


Will— Construction — General  Words — 
Railway  Companies — Conversion — Trustees 
—1  WiU.  4.  c.  60. 

Under  the  words  in  a  wUlf  '*  I  give  and 
bequeath  aUmy  money  ^goods^  chattels  y  estates^ 
and  effects  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever, 
and  wheresoever  the  same  may  be  found** ; — 
Heldf  that  the  testator* s  real  estate  passed. 

A.  devised  a  piece  of  land  by  his  will,  and 
soon  after  became  imbecile.  While  A.  was 
in  this  state,  the  Midland  Counties  Railway 
Company  took  this  piece  of  land  for  the  ptir- 
poses  of  the  railway,  and  the  value  <{f  it  was 
ascertained  to  be  4402.  by  a  jury,  summoned 
in  pursuance  of  the  act.  Before  the  money 
was  paid  into  the  Bank,  in  pursuance  of  the 
Railway  Act,  A,  died: — Held,  that  the 
land  was  not  converted,  as  far  as  A*s  will 
was  concerned,  and  that  the  4401,  belonged 
to  the  devisees  of  the  land. 

Some  of  the  devisees  in  this  case  were  in- 
fants, and  a  conveyance  of  the  land  being 
necessary, — Held,  that  A,  was  a  vendor 
within  the  meaning  of  1  WiU,  4,  c,  60.  s,  16. 

Thomas  Oswin  bdng  seised  in  fee  of 
some  land  in  Leicestershire,  made  his  will, 
dated  September  29, 1836,  in  the  following 
words : — "  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  lov- 
ing wife,  Mary  Oswin,  all  my  money,  goods, 
chattels,  estates,  and  effects  of  what  nature 
or  kind  soever,  and  wheresoever  the  same 
may  be  found  at  the  time  of  my  decease, 
for  the  natural  term  of  her,  the  said  Mary 
Oswin's  life,  and  at  the  decease  of  my 
said  wife,  all  my  property,  goods,  money, 
chattels,  estate,  or  effects  whatsoever,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  all  my  children 
Hving  at  the  time  of  her  decease ;  and  lastly, 
I  do  nominate  my  said  wife  sole  executrix 
of  this  my  last  will  and  testament.'* 

The  testatoY  after  the  date  of  his  will 
became  imbecile. 

The  Midland  Counties  Railway  Company 
by  virtue  of  their  act  (6  &  7  Will.  4.  c.  78,) 
took  this  land  for  the  purposes  of  the  rail- 
way, and,  Thomas  Oswin  being  imbecile, 
and  his  case  coming  under  the  31st  section, 
as  being  **  incapable  of  making  any  agree- 
ment, conveyance,  or  release,"  a  jury  was 
summoned,  as  directed  by  that  section,  in 
April  1839,  to  fix  the  value  of  the  land 
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taken,  and  the  damages  done  to  the  owner ; 
and  the  sum  fixed  by  them  on  both  accounts 
amounted  to  440Z. 

In  October  1839  Thomas  Oswin  died, 
leaving  two  infant  children,  Thomas  and 
Ann ;  and  his  will  was  proved  by  his  widow 
Mary  Oswin. 

By  the  39th  section  of  the  Railway  Act, 
(amended  by  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  57,)  it  is 
enacted,  that  if  the  owners  of  any  lands 
shall  be  unable  to  convey  the  same,  then 
on  payment  of  the  sums  awarded  under  the 
31st  section,  into  the  Bank  of  England,  to 
the  credit  of  the  parties  interested  in  the 
land,  in  the  manner  enacted  by  the  44th 
section,  the  estate  and  interest  of  such  par- 
ties shaU  thenceforth  be  vested  in  the  com- 
pany. 

The  440/.  was  not  paid  into  the  Bank 
during  the  lifetime  of  Thomas  Oswin,  and 
it  being  apprehended  that,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, this  case  was  not  provided  for 
by  the  acts,  the  bill  was  filed  by  the  com- 
pany against  Mary  Oswin  and  her  children, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  how  the 
purchase-money  was  to  be  applied,  and  for 
a  conveyance  of  the  land. 

The  questions  discussed  were,  first,  whe- 
ther the  real  estate  of  the  testator  passed 
by  his  wiU,  under  the  words, "  all  my  money, 
goods,  chattels,  estates,  and  effects  ;**  se- 
condly, whether  the  440/.  formed  a  part  of 
the  real  or  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator; 
and  thirdly,  whether  the  infants  were  trus- 
tees under  1  WDl.  4.  c.  60.  s.  16,  it  being 
doubted  whether  the  testator  was  a  vendor 
within  the  meaning  of  that  section. 

Mr,  James  Parker,  for  the  company. 

Mr.  Wray,  for  Thomas  Oswin,  the  heir- 
at-law  of  the  testator,  contended,  that  the 
real  estate  did  not  pass  by  the  wiU,  and 
pited — 

Wilkinson  v.  Merryland,  Cro.  Car.  447, 

449. 
Timewell  v.  Perkins,  2  Atk.  102, 
Roe  dem.  Helling  v.  Yeud,  2  New  Rep. 

214. 
Doe  dem.  Bunny  v.  Rout,  7  Taunt.  79. 
Henderson  v.  Farbridge,  1  Russ.  479 ; 
s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  209. 

Mr.  Glasse,  for  the  widow  of  the  testator, 
contended,  that  the  real  estate  passed  by 
the  will,  and  cited — 
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Huxiep  V.  Brooman,  1  Bro.  C.C.  487. 
Bebb  V.  PenoyrCf  11  East,  160. 
Doe  dem.  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  6  B.  &  C. 
512  ;  s.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  K.B.  268. 
Thomas  v.  Phelps,  4  Russ.  348  ;  s.  c. 

6  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  110. 
Doe  dem.  Evans  v.  Evans,  9  Ad.  &  El. 
719;  8.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Q.B. 
212. 
Saumarez  v.  Saumarez,  4  Myl.  &  Cr. 

331. 
Davenport  y.  CoUman,  11  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.s.)  Chanc.  262. 
He  also  contended,  that  under  the  act,  there 
had  been  a  conversion,  and  that  the  fund 
was  a  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  tes- 
tator, and  cited  Salmon  v.  Randall {}), 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C. — It  lies  on  those 
who  say  that  the  real  estate  has  not  de- 
scended on  the  heir,  to  prove  that  it  has  not 
descended;  but  when  a  will  is  produced 
properly  executed  and  attested,  and  con- 
taining words  purporting  to  give  and  devise 
all  the  real  estate,  the  burden  of  the  proof  is 
shifted;  and  it  lies  on  the  heir-at-law  to 
shew,  that,  according  to  the  proper  construc- 
tion, the  general  words  are  to  be  taken  in  a 
Hmited  sense.  The  rule  cannot  be  better 
expressed  than  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Church 
V.  Mundy  (2)  :  "  I  am  strongly  influenced 
towards  the  opinion,  that  a  court  of  justice 
is  not,  by  conjecture,  to  take  out  of  the 
effect  of  general  words  property,  winch  those 
words  are  always  considered  as  compre- 
hending. ♦  ♦  ♦  The  best  rule  of  construc- 
tion is  that  which  takes  the  words  to  com- 
prehend a  subject  that  falls  within  their 
usual  sense,  unless  there  is  something  like 
declaration  plain  to  the  contrary ;  and  surely 
that  is  the  safest  course,  where,  as  there  is 
no  other  subject  to  which  they  can  be  ap- 
plied, the  testator  must,  if  he  does  not  mean 
that,  be  considered  as  having  no  meaning." 
In  the  present  case,  all  the  words  used  by 
the  testator  are  general,  except,  perhaps, 
"  money,"  and  **  money"  is  a  word  more 
general  than  specific.  Again,  unless  realty 
be  intended  in  the  word  "estates,"  that 
word  is  a  mere  superfluity;  the  words 
"  money,  goods,  chattels,  and  effects,"  being 
of  themselves  enough  to  carry  personalty. 
To  these  considerations  is  added  die  circum- 

(i)  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  489. 
(2)  15  Vee.  406. 


stance  that  this  will  is  obviously  that  of  an 
unlettered  man,  made  by  himself.  I  should 
be  going  contrary  to  every  rule  of  sound 
construction,  if  I  were  to  hold  that  real 
estate  did  not  pass.  I  am  therefore  of  opi- 
nion that  the  real  estate  passed  by  this  will. 
As  to  the  question,  whether  the  taking  of 
the  land  by  the  company  amounted  to  a 
conversion,  I  think  that,  upon  a  reasonable 
view  of  the  whole  act,  it  was  not  intended 
that  the  nature  or  quality  of  any  man's 
property  in  respect  of  devolution  should  be 
changed,  without  the  consent  of  the  owner. 
Here,  the  testator  was  not  a  party  to  the 
transaction,  and  did  not  in  any  manner  con- 
sent to  it;  and  although  the  company  had 
the  power  of  taking  the  land,  and  the  land 
itself  is  bound,  it  is  not  so  bound  as  to  pre* 
vent  die  property  substituted  for  it  from 
devolvii^  as  the  land  itself  would  have 
devolved.  The  money  is,  therefore,  to  be 
considered  as  real  estate. 

It  was  declared  by  the  decree,  that  the 
infdnts  were  trustees  under  the  1  WiU.  4. 
e.  60.  s.  16,  and  they  and  the  widow  Mrs. 
Oswin  were  ordered  to  convey. 


WlORAM 

Jan 
Feb 


lAM,  V.C.*) 

in.  20;       > 
.  16,  22.  ) 


ELLIS   9.  LEWIS. 


WiUn-'Dower— Election. 

The  testator  directed  the  residue  of  his 
personal  estate,  after  payment  of  debts  and 
legacies,  to  sink  into  and  form  part  of  his 
residuary  real  estate.  He  then  gave  all  his 
residuary  real  estate  to  trustees  in  trust  to 
seU,  as  fully  and  effeetuaily  as  he  himself 
could  have  done,  if  living,  with  power  to 
convey  to  the  purchasers,  without  the  concur^ 
rence  of  any  of  the  parties  beneficially 
claiming  under  his  will ;  and  he  directed  the 
trustees  to  hold  the  proceeds  of  such  sale,  to- 
gether with  his  residuary  personal  estate, 
upon  trust,  to  invest  and  pay  the  interest,  ^c, 
as  to  one  moiety,  to  his  widow,  for  Ufe^  and 
as  to  the  other  moiety,  to  A.  W.  for  Ufe,  with 
remainder  over.  The  testator  died  seised 
of  real  estate,  out  of  which  his  widow  was 
dowable : — Held^  that  the  widow  was  not  put 
to  her  election,  but  was  entitled  both  to  dower, 
tmd  to  the  benefits  given  to  her  by  the  will. 
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A  deviie  for  sale  of  lands  out  of  which  the 
widow  »  dowable,  will  not  per  se  raise  a 
case  of  election ;  there  must  he  something  in 
ike  directions  of  the  will  inconsistent  with  the 
enjoyment  by  the  widow  of  her  dower  by 
metes  and  bounds, 

W.  Ellis,  the  testator,  by  his  will,  after 
directing  payment  of  his  debts,  and  giving 
a  legacy  of  1002.,  &c.,  proceeded  as  follows : 
''  All  my  filming  stock,  goods,  and  chattels, 
and  personal  estate,  whatsoever,  I  give,  de- 
Tise,  and  bequeath  to  W.  H.  Lewis,  upon 
trust,  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be  after 
my  decease,  to  convert  the  same  into  money, 
and  thereout  to  pay  and  discharge  my  just 
debts,  and  the  legacies,  &c.,  and  my  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses;  and,  in  the 
event  of  any  surplus  remaining  after  satis- 
fying the  aforesaid  demands,  I  direct  the 
same  to  sink  into  and  form  part  of  my  resi- 
duary real  estate ;  and  all  my  messuages, 
&c.,  and  real  estate  whatsoever,  I  give  and 
devise  the  same  unto  the  said  W.  H.  Lewis, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  upon  trust 
that  he,  the  said  W.  H.  Lewis,  and  his 
heirs,  do  and  shall,  as  soon  as  conveniently 
may  be  aflter  my  decease,  sell  and  dispose  of 
my  said  real  estate,  &c.,  as  fully  and  effec- 
tually as  I  myself  could  have  done,  if  living ; 
with  power  to  make  all  necessary  and  pro- 
per conveyances,  &c.,  without  the  concur- 
rence of  any  person  or  persons  beneficially 
claiming  under  this  my  will ;  and  my  will 
further  is,  that  after  payment  and  retainer 
of  ^e  charges  and  expenses  attendant  on 
the  execution  of  the  trust  hereby  created, 
and  satisfaction  of  my  just  debts,  legacies, 
&c.,  (in  case  my  personal  estate  shall  not 
be  sufficient  to  d^charge  the  same,)  my  trus- 
tee, his  executors  and  administrators,  do 
and  shall  stand  possessed  of  the  proceeds  to 
arise  from  such  sale  or  sales,  upon  trust, 
to  invest  the  same  at  interest  upon  govern- 
ment or  real  securities ;  and  receive  and  take 
the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  proceeds 
thereof,  upon  trust,  as  to  one  equal  moiety 
hereof,  to  pay  the  same  unto  my  wife, 
Nancy,  for  and  during  her  widowhood ;  and 
as  to  the  other  moiety  thereof,  and  as  to  the 
whole  thereof,  after  the  decease  or  second 
marriage  of  my  said  wife,  upon  trust,  to  pay 
the  same  into  the  proper  hands  of  my  sister, 
Amelia  White,  for  her  separate  use,  for  life," 
&c.,  with  remainder    to    the   children  ,of 


A.  W.,  for  life  ;  with  remainder  to  W.  H. 
Lewis,  absolutely ;  and  the  testator  thereby 
appointed  W.  H.  Lewis,  and  his  wife,  Nancy, 
executor  and  executrix  of  his  said  wiU. 
The  testator  died  in  April  1839,  and  his 
will  was  duly  proved  by  the  executor  and 
executrix.  The  widow  filed  her  bill  for  the 
administration  of  the  testator's  estate.  It 
appeared  that  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his 
death  was  seised  of  certain  freehold  estates 
which  were  subject  to  his  wife's  right  to 
dower ;  and  the  cause  coming  on  for  fur- 
ther directions,  the  principal  question  was, 
whether,  by  the  terms  of  the  vrill,  the  widow 
was  put  to  her  election,  or  could  claim  her 
dower,  and  also  the  benefits  given  to  her  by 
the  will. 

Mr.  RomiUy  and  Mr,  Follett,  for  the  wi- 
dow.<— In  the  case  of  a  widow  claiming  to 
be  entitled  to  dower,  the  Court  will  follow 
the  strict  rule ;  the  primd  facie  presumption 
will  be,  that  she  is  entitled  to  both  dower 
and  the  benefits  given  to  her  by  the  will ; 
and  it  will  not  be  sufficient  to  find  words 
from  which  you  may  infer  an  intention  to 
exclude  her;  but  that  exclusion  must  be 
by  express  words,  or  irresistible  inference 
from  them.  In  order  to  exclude  such  rights 
the  instrument  must  contain  some  provision 
inconsistent  with  the  assertion  of  such  legal 
right.  Here  nothing  is  inconsistent;  the 
directions  to  sell,  are  nothing  more  than 
directions  to  sell  what  might  lawfully  be 
sold,  namely,  the  estates,  subject  to  the 
charges  upon  them — 

Pearson  v.  Pearson,  1  Bro.  C.C.  292. 

Burridge  v.  Bradyl,  1  P.  Wms.  127. 

Dowson  V.  Belli  1  Keen,  ?61. 

Birmingham  v.  Kirwan,  2  Sch.  &  Lef. 
452. 

Harrison  v.  Harrison,  1   Keen,  765 ; 
s.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  276. 

Taylor  v.  Taylor,  1  You.  &  Coll.  N.C. 
727. 

Holdi^h  V.  Holdich,  2  Ibid.  18. 

Roadley  v.  Dixon,  3  Russ.  192;  s.  c. 
5  Law  J,  Rep.  Chanc.  170. 

French  v.  Davis,  2  Ves.  jun.  572. 

Miall  V.  Brain,  4  Mad.  119. 

Butcher  v.  Kemp,  5  Ibid.  61. 

Reynard  v.  Spence,  4  Beav.  103. 
In  Hall  V.  Hill  (1),  the  Court  went  on 
the  ground  that  there  was  something  incon-> 

(1)  1  Dr.  &  War.  94. 
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sistent  in  the  directions  of  the  will  with  the 
wife  having  her  dower, 

Mr,  ^aara^eff^,  for  Amelia  White  and  her 
children,  contended,  that  where  the  fund  was 
a  mixed  fund,  which  the  will  directed  to  he 
equally  divided  hetween  the  widow  and 
others,  there  the  widow  was  put  to  her 
election — 

Chalmers  v.  Storil,  2  Yes.  &Bea.  222. 

Dickson  v.  Robinson^  Jac.  603. 

Roberts  v.  Smith,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  513. 

Mr,  Randellf  for  the  executor,  contended, 
that  the  direction  to  sell  the  estate  without 
the  concurrence  of  the  parties  beneficially 
interested,  was  a  sufficient  expression  of 
intention  to  exclude  the  widow's  dower. 

Mr,  Romilly,  in  reply. — ^To  raise  a  case 
of  election,  it  must  be  shewn  distinctly  that 
the  testator  intended  to  dispose  of  the  wi- 
dow's dower.  There  is  no  inconsistency 
here  in  the  widow  taking  both.  The  direc- 
tion to  sell  without  the  concurrence,  &c.,  has 
no  bearing  on  the  question ;  for  the  widow, 
qua  dowress,  does  not  claim  under  the  will. 

Feb.  22. — ^WiORAM,  V.C. — In  the  earlier 
cases  a  distinction  appears  to  have  existed 
between  a  devise  of  a  testator's  estate  or  in- 
terest in  lands,  and  a  devise  of  the  lands 
themselves  by  that  description  ;  in  the  for- 
mer case  it  was  considered  that  the  devisor 
did  not,  and  in  the  latter  that  he  did,  intend 
that  the  devisee  should  take  the  lands  dis- 
charged of  dower;  but  at  this  day  it  is 
clearly  settled  law,  that  a  devise  of  lands,  eo 
nomine,  in  trust  for  sale,  or  a  devise  of  lands 
to  a  party  beneficially,  does  not  of  itself 
express  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
visor to  devise  the  lands  otherwise  than 
subject  to  their  legal  incidents.  There  must 
be  something  inconsistent  with  the  enjoy- 
ment by  the  widow  of  her  dower  by  metes 
and  bounds ;  a  devise  of  lands  standing 
alone  is  consistent  with  that.  For  that  pro- 
position French  v.  Davies  is  a  direct  autho- 
rity, and  the  whole  current  of  authorities 
(collected  in  1  Roper,  H,  Sf  W.  577),  be- 
ginning with  the  case  of  Lawrence  v.  Dod- 
well  (2),  and  ending  with  Dowson  v.  Bell, 
goes  to  confirm  it.  If  so,  it  is  impossible 
that  in  the  case  of  a  devise  of  lands  in  trust 
for  sale,  any  direction  as  to  the  proceeds  can 

(2)  1  Ld.  Rayin.  438. 


affect  the  question.  In  l^e  case  of  a  devise 
for  sale  of  lands  which  are  subject  to  the 
legal  right  of  dower,  the  trustee  must  sell 
subject  to  the  dower ;  and  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  will  represent  the  gross  valne  of 
the  estate,  minus  the  dower ;  and  whatever 
may  be  the  directions  as  to  the  distribution 
of  the  proceeds,  they  will  leave  the  question 
of  dower  untouched.  But  it  was  said,  that 
if  I  decided  in  favour  of  the  widow,  I  should 
overrule  the  cases  of  Chalmers  v.  Siorilj 
Roberts  v.  Smith,  and  Dickson  v.  Robinson, 
But  I  do  not  think  that  those  cases  do  go- 
vern the  present  case,  or  that  Sir  W.  Griant, 
in  Chalmers  v.  Storil,  meant  to  overrule 
French  v.  Davis,  or  to  decide  that  a  devise 
of  land  simply  meant  a  devise  otherwise 
than  subject  to  the  legal  right  of  dower, 
unless  there  should  be  sometlung  in  the  will 
inconsistent  with  that.  In  Chalmers  v.  Storil 
the  lands  were  directed  to  be  divided  be- 
tween the  widow  and  two  children ;  and  it 
was  inferred  therefrom  that  the  lands  were 
to  be  enjoyed  in  specie.  Sir  W.  Giant  con- 
cludes his  judgment  thus : — "  Here  the  tes- 
tator says  the  property  bequeathed  by  him 
consists  of  these  particulars.  It  is  therefore 
the  property  itself,  thus  described,  tliat  is 
the  subject  of  the  devise;  and  not  what 
might,  in  contemplation  of  law,  be  the  testa- 
tor*8  interest  in  tiiat  property."  In  Roberts 
V.  Smith,  Sir  J.  Leach  followed  the  decbion 
in  Chalmers  v.  Storil,  as  governing  the  case 
before  him.  The  £acts  of  the  third  case  do 
not  appear.  All  that  these  cases  decide  is, 
that  if  on  the  wiU  the  Court  discoveis  an 
intention  inconsistent  with  the  enjo3rment  of 
dower  by  the  widow,  by  metes  and  bounds, 
it  will  put  her  to  her  election.  Sir  Edward 
Sugden,  in  HaU  v.  HiU,  says  it  is  impos- 
sible to  reconcile  all  the  authorities  upon 
this  subject ;  but  I  found  myself  upon  these 
two  propositions:  first,  that  a  devise  of 
lands,  without  more,  does  not  per  se  import 
an  intention  to  devise  them  otherwise  than 
subject  to  their  legal  incidents ;  and  se- 
condly, that  there  are  no  circumstances 
afiecting  that  proposition,  in  its  application 
to  the  present  case.  I  think,  also,  that  the 
conclusion  of  law  to  which  I  have  come,  is 
fortified  by  the  words  by  which  the  trustees 
are  empowered  to  sell,  as  fully  and  effectu- 
ally as  the  testator  himself  could  have  done, 
if  living ;  and  that  that  conclusion  is  not 
shaken  by  the  direction  to  sell  without  the 
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coscurrence.  of  those  beneficially  dainiing 
under  the  will.  Those  words  do  not  apply 
to  the  widow,  as  dowxess,  bat  merely  mean 
that  the  consent  of  the  Icjfatees  shall  not  be 
necessary.  I  must  hold,  therefore,  that  in 
this  case  the  widow  is  entitled  to  her  dower, 
and  is  not  put  to  her  election. . 


GBAM,  V.C.    "^ 

in.  26,  27 ;      > 
.  10,  24,  29.  J 
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Payment  of  Monet/  into  Court — Defen- 
dant out  of  Jurisdiction — Service  of  Notice 
of  Motion  under  4  4-5  Will.  4.  c.  82. 

SuU  6y  the  lusignees  in  bankruptcy  of 
B,  A.  against  W.  P.  and  J.  A,  to  recover 
certain  stock  and  other  monies^  the  property 
of  the  bankrupt.  The  bill  alleyed,  that  J.  A. 
had  possessed  himself  of  the  bankrupt's  assets^ 
and  had  thereout  lent  to  W,  P.  500^.,  for 
which  W.  P.  had  given  to  J.  A,  two  promis- 
sory tiotes  qf  a  certain  date  and  amount ; 
that  these  notes  had  been  seized  at  the  house 
of  J.  Af  by  the  messenger^  and  handed  over 
to  the  fiaintiffSf  but  from  their  not  being  in- 
dorsed by  J.  Af  the  plaintiffs  could  not  sue  at 
law  upon  them  ;  and  it  prayed  an  injunction 
against  J.  A,  ^c.j  and  payment  by  W.  P.  to 
ihe  plaintiffs.  W,  P,  by  his  answer ^  admitted 
that  the  money  was  due  to  J.  A.  upon  two 
notes  of  simUar  dates  and  amouiUSy  but  he 
ignored  the  title  of  the  plaintiffs.  J.  A,  who 
had  absconded,  was  served  abroad  with  sub- 
fcsna  to  appear  and  answer,  and  an  appear- 
ance was  entered  for  him,  under  the  4  ^  5 
Will.  4.  c.  82.  The  plaintiffs  then  moved 
upon  the  answer  of  W,  P,  and  upon  affida- 
vits against  J.  A.  (who  was  personally 
served  abroad  with  notice  of  the  motion,  but 
did  not  appear),  for  the  payment  of  the 
dOO^.  into  court,  and  for  an  injunction 
against  J.  A.  The  handwriting  of  W.  P. 
to  the  notes  in  question,  was  verified  by  affi- 
davit:—Held,  that  as  W.  P.  had  admitted, 
without  reserve,  his  liability  upon  the  notes 
to  J.  A,  and  a  sufficient  case  had  been  made 
out  by  the  affidavits  for  an  if^unction  against 
the  absent  defendant,  there  was  a  sufficient 
admission  of  the  plaintiffs'  title  to  order  the 
inoney  into  court,  by  analogy  to  the  cases 
where  the  disclaimer  of  one  defendant  will 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  decree  against  such 


other  defendant,  though  not  evidence  against 
the  other. 

Where  a  subpcena  to  appear  and  answer 
has  been  served  abroad  upon  a  defendant, 
and  an  appearance  entered  for  him,  under 
the  4:  4-5  Will.  4.  c.  82,  an  order  of  the 
Court  is  necessary  for  leave  to  serve  per- 
sonally, upon  such  defendant  abroad,  a  notice 
of  motion  in  the  cause. 

Service  upon  a  defendant  abroad,  under 
the  above  statute,  if  good  quoad  one  part  of 
the  suit,  is  good  for  all  the  purposes  of  the 
suit. 

This  was  a  motion  for  payment  into 
court  of  500^.,  admitted  by  the  answer  of 
the  defendant.  Pledger,  to  be  due  on  two 
promissory  notes;  ti^e  other  defendant,  J. 
Angle,  being  served,  but  not  appearing; 
and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  J.  Angle, 
the  payee  of  the  notes,  from  indorsing 
them  to  any  other  person  than  the  plaintiffs; 
and  from  proceeding  at  law  thereon  against 
the  defendant  Pledger. 

The  &cts  and  arguments  are  fully  stated 
in  the  judgment. 

Mr.  Wood,  for  the  motion. 
Mr.  Anderdon,  contra,  cited — 
Dubless  V.  Flint,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  502. 
Pearce  v.  Creswick,  2  Hare,  286;  s.  c. 

12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  251. 
Hammond  v.  Messenger,  9  Sim.  327 ; 
s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  310. 

Feb.  29.— WioRAM,  V.C.—The  plain- 
tiffs in  this  case  are  the  assignees  of  Ber- 
nard Angle,  a  bankrupt;  and  the  defendant 
Pledger  is  the  maker  of  two  promissory 
ontes,  one  dated  the  2nd  of  September 
1836,  for  200^.,  and  the  other,  dated  the 
16th  of  October  1836,  for  300^.,  both 
made  payable  to  the  order  of  John  Angle. 
The  case  made  by  the  bill  is,  that  B.  Angle, 
for  the  purpose  of  withdrawing  his  property 
from  his  creditors,  placed  it  in  the  hands  of 
J.  Angle ;  that  J.  Angle  has  invested  part 
of  the  assets  in  the  public  stocks,  and  lent 
other  parts  upon  the  security  of  promissory 
notes ;  that  the  sums  due  upon  these  two 
promissory  notes  are  part  of  the  assets  of 
the  bankrupt  B.  Angle,  lent  by  J.  Angle  to 
Pledger,  with  notice  of  that  fact ;  (that  is 
denied  by  the  answer) ;  that  J.  Angle,  having 
been  summoned  as  a  witness  under  the 
bankruptcy  of  B.  Angle,  refrised  to  attend, 
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and  absconded  to  Boulogne,  where  he  now 
resides ;  that  the  two  promissory  notes  were 
found  in  the  possession  of  J.  Angle,  by  the 
messenger  under  the  fiat,  who  obtained 
possession  of  them,  and  delivered  them  to 
the  plaintiffs ;  that  J.  Angle,  in  December 
1836,  commenced  an  action  of  trover  against 
the  plaintiffs  for  these  notes ;  that  that  action 
was  not  prosecuted;  and  in  March  1838,  a 
judgment  of  nonsuit  was  entered  for  the 
defendants ;  that  the  notes  not  having  been 
indorsed  by  J.  Angle,  the  plaintiffs  cannot 
recover  at  law,  and  that  Pledger  refuses  to 
pay  the  sums  due  upon  them.  The  object 
of  this  suit  is  to  recover  the  money  due  upon 
these  notes,  and  also  any  stock  belonging 
to  the  bankrupt,  standing  in  the  name  of  J. 
Angle,  and  all  other  property  of  the  bank- 
rupt held  by  J.  Angle;  and  the  bill  prays 
an  injunction  to  restrain  J.  Angle  from  in- 
dorsing the  notes,  except  to  the  plaintiffs, 
and  from  proceeding  at  law  against  Pledger, 
and  for  payment  of  the  money  due  upon 
them,  with  interest  Pledger  has  appeared 
and  answered,  and  admits  his  liability  to  J. 
Angle,  without  any  reservation,  except  as 
to  a  sum  of  52/.,  which  he  claims  as  a  set- 
off. He  ignores  altogether  the  case  of  the 
plaintiffs,  not  admitting  that  the  money  due 
upon  the  notes  forms  any  part  of  the  assets 
of  the  bankrupt.  He  submits,  that  he  is 
not  bound  to  pay  these  two  sums  till  law- 
fully called  upon  to  pay  the  same  to  some 
person  duly  authorized  to  give  a  discharge ; 
he  submits,  whether  he  is  properly  made  a 
defendant  to  this  suit,  and  whether  the  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  any  relief  against  him 
upon  this  bill ;  but  that,  if  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion,  in  the  result  of  the  suit,  that 
the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  notes,  or  to 
the  beneficial  interest  in  the  same,  then  he 
submits  that  he  is  a  stakeholder,  and  is 
entitled  to  his  set-off  of  52L,  and  his  costs. 
Under  the  statute  4  &  5  Will.  4.  c.  82,  the 
defendant,  J.  Angle,  was  served  at  Boulogne 
vrith  a  subpoena,  to  appear  and  answer, 
and  an  appearance  was  entered  for  him 
under  the  same  statute.  In  January  of  the 
present  year,  a  motion  was  made  by  the 
plaintiffs,  that  Pledger  might  be  ordered  to 
pay  the  amount  of  these  two  notes  into 
court,  and  for  an  injunction  against  J.  Angle 
indorsing  the  notes,  &c.,  or  proceeding  at 
law  against  Pledger.  When  the  motion 
came  on,  it  appeared   that  the  plaintiffs, 


without  the  leave  of  the  Court«  had  served 
J.  Angle  at  Boulogne  with  notice  of  the 
motion ;  and  being  of  opinion  that  such 
service,  without  the  leave  of  the  Court,  was 
not  good  service,  I  allowed  the  motion  to 
stand  over;  and,  on  the  10th  of  February, 
I  made  an  order  that  service  of  the  notice  of 
motion  upon  J.  Angle  at  Boulogne  should 
be  deemed  good  service;  that  notice  has 
since  been  served,  and  the  motion  came  on 
before  me  upon  affidavits  as  against  J.  Angle 
(who  did  not  appear  upon  the  motion),  and 
upon  Pledger's  answer.  The  first  point  I 
shall  consider  is,  the  effect  of  the  afiidavits, 
as  between  the  plaintifi^  and  J.  Angle :  and 
that  admits  of  no  doubt.  If  J.  Angle  had 
filed  an  answer,  admitting  the  facts  alleged 
upon  these  affidavits,  a  decision  against  him 
would  have  been  of  course  upon  this  mo- 
tion; for  it  would  then  have  appeared, 
beyond  dispute,  that  the  money  due  upon 
the  notes,  and  the  other  sums  in  question, 
were  the  bankrupt's  money ;  if  J.  Angle  had 
appeared  upon  the  motion,  and  made  no 
affidavits  in  answer,  the  result  moat  have 
been  the  same,  that  the  case  was  made  out 
against  him.  If  J.  Angle  then,  being  served 
with  notice  of  the  motion,  will  not  appear, 
the  case  must  be  the  same  between  the 
plaintiffs  and  J.  Angle.  The  next  point 
that  I  have  to  consider  is  the  ol]jection 
raised  by  the  defendant  Pledger,  that  the 
subpoena  was  not  duly  served,  and  the  ap- 
pearance not  duly  entered  under  the  statute, 
because  the  suit  is  not  confined  to  "  stock." 
The  answer  to  this  is,  that  this  suit  does 
tub  modo  relate  to  <*  stock"  (4  &  5  Will.  4. 
c.  82.  s.  1);  and  if  the  service  be  good 
quoad  hoc,  it  will  be  good  as  to  all  the  pur- 
poses of  the  suit,  because  a  party  onoe 
appearing,  appears  for  all  the  purposes  of 
the  suit.  If  the  defendant  so  served  does 
not  object,  if  he  waives  the  irregularity,  the 
case  is  the  same  as  an  appearance  gratis ; 
and  I  am  clear  that  the  oitxei  parties  to  the 
suit  cannot  complain.  It  was  next  said, 
that  the  liability  of  Pledger  was  purely  a 
legal  question,'  and  that  this  Court  would 
not  try  it,  or  do  more  than  allow  the  plain- 
tiffs to  use  the  name  of  J.  Angle  in  an  action 
against  Pledger.  I  will  not  say  how  the 
case  would  have  been  if  Pledger  had  sug- 
gested a  question  between  himself  and  J. 
Angle :  that  is  not  the  case.  He  asks,  not 
that  the  case  may  be  tried  at  law  between 
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lumself  and  J.  Angle,  but  only  tbat  I  shall 
not  order  him  to  pay  to  any  one  who  cannot 
give  him  a  dischuge.  But  he  is  not  so  rash 
a$  to  subject  himself  to  the  risk  of  costs  by 
raising  any  question  between  himself  and 
J.  Angle,  and  the  Court  will  not  pro  formd 
send  a  case  to  law  where  it  is  admitted  that 
there  is  nothing  to  try.  J.  Angle  was  pro- 
perly made  a  defendant  with  a  view  to  the 
injunction  ;  if  there  had  been  a  case  to  be 
tried  at  law,  the  Court  would  have  been  bound 
to  attend  to  Pledger's  objection.  In  Pearce 
T.  Cretwiekf  the  jurisdiction  was  sustained 
on  similar  grounds.  The  next  objection 
taken  was,  diat  Pledger  had  only  a<kiitted 
the  signing  of  two  promissory  notes  of  a 
certain  amount  and  a  certain  date,  but  not 
that  these  were  the  identical  notes  in  ques- 
tion; and  it  was  said,  that,  the  plaintiffs 
ought  to  have  deposited  these  notes  with  the 
clerk  of  records  and  writs,  and  have  called 
upon  the  defendant  to  admit  them.  The 
plaintiffs,  however,  have,  by  affidavit,  veri- 
fied the  handwriting  of  Pledger ;  it  is  quite 
clear  that  those  affidavits  are  right  as  against 
J.  Angle,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  they 
were  wanted  against  Pledger  at  all.  If  a 
bill  alleges  a  deed,  and  the  answer  admits  a 
certain  deed,  that  is  quite  sufficient  admis- 
sion of  the  deed,  if  there  is  no  suggestion  of 
two  deeds  of  the  same  date,  and  no  grounds 
&r  doubting  the  identity  of  that  produced  ; 
and  that  is  the  case  here  with  respect  to  the 
notes.  Then  comes  that  which  was  the  sole 
point  I  had  to  consider  since  the  argument. 
It  was  said,  that  the  Court  can  only  order 
payment  of  money  into  court,  upon  motion, 
upon  the  defendant  giving  the  plaintiff, 
upon  his  answer,  an  admission  of  his  right  to 
sue  the  defendant,  and  Dubless  v.  Flint  was 
cited.  To  the  authority  of  that  case  I  en- 
tirely defer,  and  have  always  followed  it 
in  practice — Topham  v.  Lightbody{\);  but  I 
shal]  not  violate  the  principle  of  diat  case, 
if,  upon  a  record  so  framed  as  this  is,  I 
leceive  these  affidavits  upon  this  motion. 
Has  not  Pledger  given  the  admission  which 
that  case  requires?  If  J.  Angle  had  not 
been  a  party  to  the  suit,  or  if,  being  a  party, 
it  were  necessary  to  the  decree  asked,  that 
issue  should  be  joined  between  the  plaintiffs 
and  Pledger  upon  the  point,  which  it  is  the 
object  of  these  affidavits  to  prove,  namely, 
the  plaintiffii'  interest  in  the  notes,  as  be- 
(1)  1  Hare,  289. 


tween  themselves  and  J.  Angle,  in  such  a  state 
of  things  Dublesa  v.  Flint  would  apply ;  but 
that  is  not  the  case  here.  Pledger  admits 
his  liability  to  J.  Angle,  and  ignores  only 
the  question  of  right  between  the  plaintiff 
and  J.  Angle.  If  J.  Angle  were  not  a  party, 
the  plaintiffs  would  have  to  join  issue  with 
Pledger,  as  to  their  right  against  J.  Angle. 
But  J.  Angle  being  a  party,  it  is  with  him 
only  that  t£e  plaintiffs  have  to  litigate  that 
right,  and  a  decree  in  the  plaintiffs'  favour 
against  J.  Angle  will  be  a  protection  to 
Pledger.  That  it  is  only  with  J.  Angle 
that  the  plaintiffs  have  to  litigate  that  ques- 
tion, is  evident  from  the  consideration  that 
an  admission  by  J.  Angle  of  the  plaintiffs' 
right  against  himself  would  have  entitled 
the  plaintiffs  to  a  decree  according  to  the 
prayer  of  their  bill,  regard  being  had  to 
Pledger's  admission,  though  J.  Angle's  an- 
swer would  not  indeed  have  been  evidence 
against  Pledger.  So,  if  the  bill  were  taken 
pro  eonfesso  against  J.  Angle;  or  if  the 
plaintiffs'  rights  against  J.  Angle  had  been 
proved  by  evidence  not  receivable  against 
Pledger.  A  decree  in  the  plaintiffs'  &vour 
will  decide  the  case  between  the  co-defen- 
dants, by  reason  of  both  being  parties  to  the 
suit — Chamley  v.  Lord  Dunsany  (2),  Far- 
quharson  v.  Seton  (3) ;  and  the  analogous 
cases,  in  which  a  disclaimer  by  one  defendant 
has  been  held  sufficient  to  sustain  the  suit 
against  another,  on  the  ground,  that  the 
Covat  would  not  permit  the  disclaiming 
party  to  prosecute  the  claim  anew  against 
such  co-defendant.  In  order  that  this  case 
should  resemble  Dubless  v.  Flint,  the  heir- 
at-law,  admitted  to  be  so  by  the  trustee, 
should  have  been  a  defendant,  and  the  plain- 
tiff should  have  been  admitted  by  the  heir 
to  have  been  such  assignee.  Lord  Cotten- 
ham  did  not  mean  to  decide  that,  in  a  case 
like  that,  the  Court  would  not  have  ordered 
the  money  into  court.  In  a  case  like  this^ 
I  cannot  see  how  Pledger  can  be  injured ; 
I  want  no  evidence  against  him,  but  what 
his  answer  gives, .  and  I  take  nothing  from 
him  but  what  he  admits  he  has  no  ground 
to  hold  as  against  J.  Angle ;  against  whom  I 
prove  the  case  by  affidavits,  to  the  reception 
of  which  he,  J.  Angle,  cannot  object.  Tlie 
cases  of  Montague  v.  Hill  (4),  Lord  Port^ 

(2)  2  Sob.  &  Let  718. 
(S)  5  Rum.  45. 
(4)  4  Ibid.  128. 
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.  arlinglM  v.  Graham  (6),  «id  .aTAMTp:  v. 
Hughe»{G\  ha.ve  ae  ^>[dioBti4H,  In  those 
casea  the  defenJuit  at  law  itm  the  debtor, 
and  plakitiff  in«quityraud  wM^tto  reaia&in 
,  (VoceedingsagtuDBt  faknEelf ;  thisis  theoftse 
.  of  a  cettui  que  trutt  •eeking  to  restnin  his 
own  tni«t£e  irom  pToceeding  kgainit  another 
party  for  mooey  which  belongs  to  the  otttvi 
que  tntil.  Without  prejudice  to  the  right, 
the  500/.,  minus  the  50l.,  must  be  paid  into 
court  I  shall  make  no  order  at  present  as 
to  interest  or  costs ;  and  the  injunvtioQ  must 
be  granted  against  J.  Angle. 


M     'h  14  f      ^"^^i'*  "•  *t"BOME. 

Jaritdietion  —  Istue  —  AppUcaliiM  for 
'  Special  Jury. 

A  motion  for  a  tpecial  jury  to  (ry  an 
tMue,  previoushf  directed  by  the  Court,  u 
.  properltf  made  to  this  Court,  and  not  to  that 
la  which  the  istue  it  directed, 

','  Mr.  Bethett  moved,  on  behalf  of  llie 
.'plaintiffs  in  this  cause,  that  the  sheriff  of 
I' the  county  of  Warwick  might  be  directed 
a  special  jury  of  the  said  county, 
isue  directed  by  the  decree  made 
ng  of  the  cause,  dated  the  15th 
er  1843. 

lecree  it  was  ordered,  ^t  the 
dd  proceed  to  ft  trial  at  law,  at 
lizesfbr  the  county  of  Warwick, 
the  28th  of  May  1842,  the  de- 
\ya  Allibone,  had  any  inrornta- 
c  plaintifis  had  any  security  qn 
eds  of  Thomas  Clarke,  for  any 
them  from  Thomas  Clarke,. 
lar.  freteott  White,   for  the  defendant 
Allibone,  opposed  the  application.,  ttought 
.  to  have  been  made  to  the  Court  of  £xche- 
quci,  where  the  record  was  mode  up  for 
'trial.      There  it  would  he  obtained  as  of 
'course,  by  a  side  har  rule,  subject  to  ^e 
■  plaintiff's  paying  the  costs,  unless  the  Judge 
at  Nisi  Priua  certified  that  it  was  a  proper 
case  for  a  speda!  jury,  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Stat.  6  Geo.  4.  c.  50.  s.  34. 
tt  was  true  Uiat  in  an  anonymous  case  (7), 


it  was  said  that  the  motion|  mighUbi  nude 
to  this  Court;  but  in  2UlfadA  "CAanc. 
/'riK.r1x>ifii4,  »q*vii^«rd^K;-attT<isHng 
that  case,  it  was  added :  f  In  a^ngt^m  t. 
Whitmarih,  before  the  Vice  bhaacflUorl40th 
of.  July  1Q21,  where  anissue  was  directed, 
and  it  WBSifented  tliat  n  slicailfl  be'ui^ed 
by  a  special  juryi  the  Vice  CftaBce^or  te- 
fiued  die  M^fdiflBtioM  M^  «aM'it'*liohld  be 
made  to  the  Court  wherA.  lh«  iuue  «u-  to 
be  tried,  iii.  Home  and  Uh  Wiittoarsh 
ware  opposed  m  thi»««aaei"'   '     '  -   t  >- 

Mr.  Whitnarsht  as.afNOMt  C»r<i^fMud 
that  he  remembered  die  ease,  and  hMd  no 
doubt  that  the  stateiaeBt  wa^^omntt  ^mum^ 
Jie  did  not  reooUect  that  pu;ticu4ar  cinupa- 
atanca.  Ha  added,  that  the  ianie-waB^io^ 
tried  in  Iialand,  whi^  ol^iged  the  piaiftliff 
to  fila  another  bill  in  the  Irisli  Court,  of 
Chancery,  in  oidei  to  obtain  <»  new  brul> 

The  Vice  Chancellor  said,  that,  under 
such  cirQumstances,  that  case  affiird^  no 
precedent,  and,  after  contwlting  with:  ^ 
r«gi>tnr,  held,  that  this  was  th«-.  piMger 
jutisdictmn  for  the  a^Ucation,. 

Mr,  White  then  contended,  thattlw.ij^- 
cfttipD  ou^tto  Jwve  bees,  nade  at  tha  ^ear- 
ing,  when  the  merits  were  fresh  in  the  mind 
.  of  ihf!  Judge,  or  if  tha  plaintifis  relied  on  the 
case  in  P.  Wvu.,  as  an  authority  for  ally- 
ing, subsequently  by  motion,  they  should 
lie  bound  by  that  case,  and  delay  their  ap- 
sjicatjon  until  theis^ue  waa  made  up,  which 
had  not  yet  been  done.  He  also  urged,  that 
Fbip  *^  not  a  case,  for  a  special  jury;  at  all 
events,  die  eost^  ought  sot,  as  a  matter  of 
course,  to  follow  the  event  of  the  suit. 

T^  Vice  Chancellor  overruled  the  tech- 
nical objections,  and  said  he  thought  tbe 
case  a  proper  one  for  a  special  jury,  hot  that 
he  ought  to  reserve  the  costs. 

Mr.  Bethell  asked  for  the  common  order. 


T  The  Vice  Chancellor. — I  think  that 
tfiere  13'  no  "common  order"  for  this  pur- 
pose. I  grant  the  application,  and  reserve 
the  costs. 

^  The  minutes  finally  issued  by  the  regis- 
trar were — "  Cur,  Let  the  said  issue  di- 
rected by  the  said  decree  be  tried  before  a 
special  juiy.  And  this  Court  dolh  reserve 
the  question  of  the  costs  of  this  application 
until  after  the  trial  of  tbe  sud  issue." 
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Bsttvni  ^« 


BOOTH  t.  e&B8WlCCS. 


SolicUor  and  ClierU — CosU^  Security  for — 
Proi^f  of  Deed  viv4  voce — Mortgage, 

A  9BcmrU^  toJktfn  hff  a  toUeU^  for  fMure 
eom  it  not  vaHd. 

ffhere  the  exeeuUmi  of  a  deedu  not  eon- 
iroverted,  hut  ite^aHdity  onty  ie  disputed^  it 
m^  be  pf\f9ed  ^H,  ^roee  ai  the  hearing, 

Where  a  mortgagee  files  a  hHi  against  the 
we/rtgugor  and  'ether  parHes  to  hate  the  be" 
mft  of  «  former  nit,  and  makes  persons 
fertiee  to  Ute  swU  who  are  tmneeessarg,  and 
the  biU  is  dismissed  against  them  with  costs, 
he  isnoi  entitled  to  charge  those  costs  as  be^ 
tmeen  himself  and  the  merigagor. 

In  this  case  a  decree  was  taken  by  de- 
ftndt,  and  upon  tiie  apiplication  of  the  de« 
ftndant,  he  obtained  a  rehearing.  Vide  Cr» 
^  PhU.  361,  and  9  Law  J,  Rep,  (ir.s.) 
Cfaane.  118. 

The  fiu;t8  of  the  case  are  sufficiently  stated 
in  the  Lord  Chancellor's  judgment. 

Mr,  Stuart  and  Mr.  Parrg  appeared  for 
the  defendant  Creswicke ;  and 

Mr,  Wakefield  and  Mr,  Scales  for  die 
phdntiffl 

The  following  cases  were  cited  as  to  se- 
cority  for  costs : — 

Procf  V,  Mines,  Cas.  temp.  Talbot,  111. 
Waimeskg  v.  Booth,  2  Atk.  25. 
Saunderson  r,  Olass,  Ibid.  296. 
Newman  v,  Payne,  2  Ves.  jun.  199. 
Wood  ▼.  Downes,  18  Yes.  120. 
Jones  V.  Tripp,  Jac.  822. 
Williams  v.  PiggoU,  Ibid.  598. 
Pitcher  v.  Rigbg,  9  Price,  79. 
Uppington  v.  Sullen,  2  Dr.  &  War.  184. 
Pierson  ▼.  Hughes,  Freem.  Rep.  71,  81. 
Cooke  V.  Setree,  1  Ves.  &  B.  126. 
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New  Sbmes,  XIII.— Chanc. 


it is  n^essftlry  for  me  to  state,  with  a  tfew 
to  the  quMtiott  now  before  the  Court,  may 
be  eomprised  Mrtthin  a  very  narrow  compass. 
Henry  Creswicke  borrowed  of  the  trustees 
of  l^e  marriage  settlement  of  Humphrey 
Creswicke,  the  defendant  in  this  suit,  a  sum 
amounting  to  6,000/. ;  he  also  borrowed 
ftota  Humphrey  Creswicke  himself  a  sum  of 
8,500/.,  and  Henry  Creswicke  executed 
mortgage  deeds  upon  certain  property  to 
which  he  was  entitled,  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  the  repayment  of  these  sums. 
Humphrey  Creswicke  charged  the  mortgage 
security  with  the  sum  of  2,100/.  in  £Eivour 
of  a  person  of  the  name  of  Sevier :  he  also, 
by  an  instrument  dated  in  October  1828, 
charged  the  same  property  with  a  certain 
sum  in  favour  of  Mr.  Brooka;  and  by  a 
subsequent  deed,  in  the  month  of  May,  in 
the  following  year,  he  made  a  further  charge 
on  these  mortgage  securities  in  favour  of 
the  same  person.  Mr.  Brooks  became  a 
bankrupt,  and  his  assignees  assigned  this 
property  for  a  valuable  consideration  to  Mr. 
Booth,  who  is  the  present  plaintiff.  Henry 
Creswicke  had  mortgaged  this  property  to 
the  executors  of  a  person  of  the  name  of 
Robert  Jones.  The  executors  instituted 
proceedings  for  a  foreclosure.  The  bill  waa 
filed  in  the  year  1827 ;  and  previously  to  the 
mortgage  to  Mr.  Brooks,  a  decree  was  ob- 
tain^ in  that  suit,  by  which  accounts  were 
directed,  and  the  Master  was  taking  those 
accounts  at  the  time  when  the  latter  mort- 
gage was  made.  After  Mr.  Booth  became 
possessed  of  these  mortgage  securities,  he 
filed  a  bill  for  a  foreclosure  against  Humphrey 
Creswicke  and  the  other  parties  to  the  suit 
of  Jones  V.  Creswicke,  praying  that  he  might 
have  the  benefit  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
foreclosure  suit,  then  depending  between 
Jones,  Henry  Creswicke,  and  the  other  par- 
ties to  that  suit.  A  decree  was  obtained 
in  the  foreclosure  suit  instituted  by  Booth 
against  Humphrey  Creswicke ;  that  decree 
was  obtained  by  default :  and  the  bill  was 
dismissed,  as  against  the  other  defendants, 
with  costs.  Humphrey  Creswicke  being  at 
that  time  in  prison,  he  applied  for  a  re« 
hearing  of  the  decree,  and,  after  some  com- 
plicated proceedings,  the  Court  allowed  that 
decree  to  be  rehewd,  on  oeitaia  conditions 
as  to  costs.  That  is  the  actual  state  of  the 
proceedings ;  and  the  question  is,  as  to  the 
validity  of  that  decree. 
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Tt  is  h  decree  taken  in  the  absence  of  the 
defi^ndant,  and,  therefore,  upon  the  respon- 
sibility of  the  plaintiff.  The  question  is, 
•whether  it  should  Stand  in  the  whole,  or 
trhether  it  should  be  varied  in  any  and  what 
particulars.  There  were,  I  think,  four  ob- 
jections which  were  urged ;  one  was,  that 
the  deeds  were  proved  vivd  voce  in  court,  and 
that  that  was  incorrect  in  this  case,  because 
the  parties  ought  to  have  had  an  opportu- 
nity of  cross-examining  the  witnesses.  An- 
other objection  was,  that  these  securities  to 
Mr.  Brooks,  who  was  a  solicitor,  were  given 
for  past  and  also  for  future  costs,  and 
iJiat  they  were  therefore,  by  the  rule  of 
the  Court,  invalid.  The  third  objection 
Was,  that  certain  costs,  which  the  plaintiff 
had  been  obliged  to  pay  in  this  cause  to 
the  executors  of  Jones  and  others,  were 
charged,  in  the  decree,  against  Humphrey 
Creswicke,  and  that  the  decree,  in  that 
respect,  was  incorrect.  The  fourth  objec- 
tioti  was,  that  at  the  time  when  ^ese 
mortgage  securities  were  executed,  or  when 
they  were  transferred  by  the  assignees  of 
Mr.  Brooks  to  Mr.  Booth,  certain  personal 
securities  were  delivered  over  to  him,  and 
that  these  securities  ought  to  ha^e  been  a 
subject  of  account  before  the  Master.  Those 
are  the  foUr  objections. 

As  to  the  first  objection,  whether  these 
ileeds  could  or  could  not  be  proved  ifivd  voee 
M  llie  hearing,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  tfte 
course  which  was  pursued  was  regular;  and 
that  the  deeds  could  be  proved  titfd  ifote  «t 
the  hearing ;  the  distinction,  as  I  understand 
It,  is  this,  that  where  the  execution  of  a 
^eed  is  not  controverted,  but  ite  validity  is 
itr  question,  it  may  be  pfot^ed  trtMl  «Me  «t 
th^  hearing,  as  was  properly  Ifeld  by  €Kld 
▼ice  Chancellor  of  England  in  i^^xasm  of 
Tht  'AUcmeif  Generai  v.  Pisa^Mm:  Btit 
then  it  is  said,  that  admitting  €tM  gtn^stA 
l^incfple,  the  deeds  could  not  be  so  proved 
iu  this  case,  because  the  coni^defation  was  \h 
question,  and  was  disputed,  and  that  thifr«^ 
fot^  there  ought  to  have  bteft  an  eippot^ 
trinity  of  cross-examining  the  sabMiblni^ 
witness.  I  have  read  the  bill  &A  answer, 
and  I  think  that  no  such  question  «vk»s. 
It  is  not  contetided  on  the^Ame  of  the  Ml, 
«r  stated,  or  suttnised,  nor  does  it  appes^ 
by  the  answef,  that  any  questidn'  an>«e 
M  to  the  eonslderatiott  beittg  paid  or  xM 
paid,  at  the  time  of  Che  execution  of  the 


deeds.  It  is  quite  clear,  and  is  admitted 
on  both  sides,  that  no  eonslderataoiL  was 
paid  at  that  tim«;  the  considemtioii  was 
paid  in  small  sums,  at  different  pexiods,  be- 
fore the  execution  of  the  deed^  Tkeie  is  no 
issue,  and  no  question,  as  to  any  consider- 
ation having  passed  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  deed.  To  have  cross- 
examined  the  subsciibing  witness,  tbese- 
fore,  was  altogether  unneceasaory  aad  quite 
idle.  It  appears  to  me,  theeefoBe^  that 
there  is  nothing  in  that  objection,  and  duit 
these  deeds  were  properly  proved  csai  swe 
at  the  hearing. 

The  next  questkm  is^  as  ta  the  security 
for  costs.  The  deeds,  as  I  have  stated,  wf»e 
executed  as  a  security  for  money  doe,  aad 
for  costs,  and  as  security  for  money  to  be 
advanced  for  die  future  oostB«  The  deave 
embraces  the  whole ;  if  it  embraces  too 
much,  it  must,  in  this  respect,  be  rectified. 
I  am  of  opimon,  that  a  security  cannot  be 
taken  by  a  solicitor  for  future  costs,  and  that 
that  is  the  settled  rule  of  diis  Court,  ia 
the  case  of  Jones  v.  Tripp^  which  was  bited 
in  support  of  this  position.  Lord  EUsa 
expressed  lumself  in  the  most  diatinet  terms 
as  to  this.  He  ^'  stopped  the  nodon,  by 
tfsyitig,  that  it  was  a  case  in  which  an  issue 
ought  not  to  have  been  directed.  The  Couit 
would  not  permit  an  attorney  to  -  take  from 
his  client  a  mortgage  for  costs  to  be  in«> 
eurred :  the  inducement  for  Lesna  to  exe- 
cute the  deed  was,  that  Tripp  diottid  pracecd 
IM  hisbUsihesS  ftar  him;  such  a  security 
cannot  be  allowed.  The  deed,  on  the 
face  of  it,  is  not  supportable;  so  eleaily 
so,  i^)«t  I  cannot  permit  it  to  be  argned, 
and  T  should  be  shaking  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  if  I  allowed  a  tnal  on  sndi  a 
subject'^  it  would  be  to  leave  to  a  jury  to 
decide  a  pohit  of  law  that  is  well  settled.'* 
Ntffftr  it!  whs  gaid,  with  re^)ect  to  dat  ease, 
Iftht  fihe  report  was  incorrect.  The  learned 
gentlemati,  by  whom  that  report  watt  taken, 
was  TemariBable  for  his  aoeuracy  and  intelH- 
genoe ;  but  whil6  that  statement  was  made 
ht  tisa  bar,  a  learned  counsel  pieseat  in 
eourt  stated,  that  he. was  eoanad  in  the 
ciEtuse/afid  that  the  report  was  in  this  respect 
perfectly  aocuntte.  I  consider  thia,  there- 
fore, as  an  authority  applying  directly  to  the 
subjeet,  in  the  most  emphatic  manner. 

Sboilly  afterwanks,  the  same  questioD  was 

agitated  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  Sir 
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TkoQiM  PluiDfir,  wlio  aeemcd  to  entertein 
«ofl:ifrdoublonthesubject.(l)  lubis^decree 
h&  drew  a  diidnotiMi  between  tiie  past  aad 
tke  ioUan  costs :  he  referred  the  first  to  the 
MasteCy  and  reserved  the  seooBd  for  future 
eoBsideratioB.  The  esse  came  on  before 
Lord  Gifibrdf  when  Master  of  the  Rolls*  and 
is  reported  in  the  same  book.  Lord  GifEbid 
doeided  that  a  security  could  not  be  taken 
by  a  aolicitor  iar  future  costs,  and  that  to 
Ihat  cadent  the  deed  was  invalid.  He 
sefcned  to  a  ease  of  PUcker  v.  Bighy^ 
anoog  other  authorities,  before  Chief  Baron 
Ridbards.  That  was  a  case  where  a  aoU*- 
dter  had  taken  a  mortgage  security  for  past 
and  Arture  costs.  Chief  Baron  Richards 
dtfcidrd  that  that  was  irregular,  and  could 
sot  be  dtme*:  the  deed,  with  respect  to  the 
ivfcnve  costs,  was  invalid.  He  stated  that, 
in  pnedse  and  distinct  terms.  It  was  said, 
that  this  was  unnecessary  for  the  ded- 
ason  of  the  case.  I  admit  that  it  was  u&. 
neoessary  for  the  decision  of  that  oaae :  it 
came  before  the  Court  on  the  face  of  the 
dead,  and  the  Chief  Baron,  without  taking 
Mitice  of  that  circumstance,  might  have 
daeided  the  case  on  other  grounds.  H^w* 
ever,  he  cannot  be  considered  as  having 
gme  omt  of  his  way  in  stating  that  that  ap» 
pearad  on  the  foee  of  the  dead,  and  that  the 
deed  vas  to  that  extent  and  in  that  vespeat 
invalid.  It  was  suggested  that  the  other 
Jndgos  did  not  concur  with  Chief  Baron 
Rtrharris  in  that  opinion  ;  but  it  was  a  part 
of  the  opinion  he  expressed  when  he  gave 
his  judgment :  aad  further,  at  the  oondusion 
of  die  report,  it  is  stated,  that  the  other 
Judgea  entirely  (that  is  tbeexpressiaB)-coii- 
cnrmd  in  die  opinion  expresasd  by  Chief 
Banm  Richards. 

The  same  qnesdon  came  befoie  the  Lord 
Chancellor  of  Ireland^  in  a  recent  case  4if 
Upyimgttm  v.  Bmiien.  He  said,  be  jCOK- 
sidered  the  point  as  estaUished^  beyond  (tie 
reach  of  controversy.  In  that  eaa^  it  was 
observed,  that  the  seoudty  was-  to  pi^  a 
precise  sum  of  money  (300i.  I  think,)  for 
the  ptnrpose  of  com^ting  the  oausek  I 
think  that  mdLcs  no  diffuence  ;  but  in  an 
agiasmentto  pay  a  som  of  money,  sul^jectlo 
taxation,  an  attorney  would  not  be  entitled 
to  more  than  the  taxed  costs.  No  such 
distinction  was  drawn  in  the  observations 
made .  by  the  Lord  Chanodlor  of  Ireland. 
(!)  WiUimu  tf.  PiglfoU,  Jso.  596. 


He  states  the  position,  in  the  terms  which  I 
have  mentioned,  as  a  question  too  xdear  for 
argument. 

On  the  other  side,  several  esses  were  dted« 
but  they  do  not  appear  to  me  to  bear  pre^ 
dsdy  on  the  question ;  they  were  directed 
principally  against  the  point  of  maintenance* 
A  case  was  cited  from  Freeman^  a  common 
law  case,  in  which  the  question  was  raised^ 
but  it  was  aigued  on  the  point  of  main# 
tenance.  I  tiiink  no  inference  can  be  dmwn 
from  that  case,  because,  although  the  security 
was  for  past  and  for  foture  costs,  there  was 
a  general  demurrer;  and  the  party  being 
at  all  events  entitled  to  the  security  for 
his  past  costs,  the  general  demurrer  was 
on  that  account  overruled.  There  was 
another  objection,  also,  which  was,  thai 
the  security  was  not  given  by  the  party 
himself,  but  by  a  third  person ;  it  was  con- 
tended that  that  was  maintenance.  Then, 
it  was  said,  it  did  not  appear  that  that  third 
person  was  notdosdy  connected  in  point  of 
relationship  to  the  paurty ;  and,  if  so,  it  was 
not  maintenance,  and  on  that  ground  the 
demurrer  could  not  be  sustained.  .No  io«> 
forence,  therefore,  can  be  drawn  either  on^ 
way  or  the  other  from  that  case. 

The  case  of  Proof  v.  Nines  was^lso  dted 
on  the  other  side.  It  was  not  a  case  between 
solidtor  and  client,  but  a  tradesman  and  his 
wifo  advanced  a  snm  of  money  (I  think  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  a  poor  man  to  make 
inquiry  with  respect  to  some  right  he  thought 
he  had,  with  a  view  to  a  suit,)  and  then  took 
ja  bond  for  lAOOL :  that  bond  was  set  aside 
hy  this  Court  There  was  no  question  there 
ashetweensolidtoraaddient.  Anothercase, 
nf£  Saundersam  v.  Gitiu,  was  also  dted :  that 
was  a  gift  of  1,000^.,  no  security  for  costs^ 
it  wsas  directed  that  it  should  stand  as  a  ssci^ 
dly  for  any  money  that  might  be  due  to  Glass; 
but  with  that  exception  it  was  set  aside 
on  the  ground  of  being  a  iraudulexit  con>> 
.trivaece*  Tbexi  a  case  of  Newfnan  v.  Payne 
wtasdted  i  that  has  no  apptication  whatev^er, 
for- this  reasoKV^-Hhere  tiiere  were  excessive 
iHllsof  costs,  and  tiie  attorney  took  care  to 
have  security  given  after  the  bills  were 
settifld.  The  only  question  there  was,  as  to 
the  setting  adds  a  bond  for  1,000/.,  and  a 
question  with  respect  to  the  sale  of  a  horse. 
It  does  not  appear  to  roe  to  apply  to  this  case : 
nor  do  I  think  the  case  of  Woodv^  Downew  has 
the  slightest  application,  because  there  the 
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applaeation  wm  ta  tet  atide  a  deed^v^cli  had 
been  obtained  by  a  solicitor  not  hav<mg  se* 
curity  for  future  costs ;  but  the  party  meting 
the  applk&tion  to  set  aside  the^  deed  pro- 
posed in  his  application  and  in  his  bill  to 
pay  any  sum  that,  on  taking  the  account, 
might  be  found  due  to  the  attorney.  It 
appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  these  oases  do 
not  impeach  the  authority  of  the  decisions 
to  which  I  have  referred  on  the  other  side. 

A  case  not  reported  was  cited  by  Mr. 
Wakefield,  of  Peacock  v.  Cole.  I  have  seen 
the  order  in  that  case,  and  it  appears  that  the 
question  that  was  distinctiy  raised  there  was, 
as  to  a  security  given  for  future  costs,  and  the 
Master  was  directed  to  take  the  accounts,  and 
he  took  the  account  as  to  future  costs  and 
as  to  the  past  costs.  It  afterwards  eame 
before  Vice  Chancellor  Leadi  on  the  subject 
of  interest,  and  he  referred  it  back  to  the 
Master  to  compute  interest.  What  afterwards 
became  of  it  does  not  appear,  but  after  aU 
it  does  not  weigh  much,  because  in  that  case 
there  was  an  offer  to  pay  any  sum  of  money 
that  might  appear,  on  taking  the  accounts,  to 
be  due.  There  had  been  a  verdict  of  1 ,000^. , 
and  tiie  sum  found  due  was  8502.,  and  the 
sum  as  to  futurecosts  only  amounted  to  d6J. ; 
therefore,  I  do  not  think  that  much  reliance 
can  be  placed  on  that  case.  I  have  run 
through  the  cases  on  this  side,  because  Mr. 
Wakefield,  who  argued  the  case,  argued  it 
with  great  earnestness,  and  made  many  ap^ 
posite  observations  on  the  whole  subject; 
but,  I  think,  taking  the  cases  on  the  one  side, 
aad  potting  them  in  opposition  to  the  cases 
on  tiie  other,  that  there  is  no  balance  be* 
tween  them ;  and,  I  think,  the  setded  rule  of 
this  Court  is,  that  an  attorney  cannot  take 
seeuiity  for  future  costs.  I  must  so  deter^ 
mine,  until  some  superior  tribunal  lays  down^ 
a  different  principle  on  whidi  it  is  tiie  duty 
of  this  Court  to  act.  I  think,  thessfiire,  to* 
that  extent  the  decree  most  be  rectified. 

The  third  point  to  whioh  I  have  refiesred 
was- this:  Mr.. Booth  in  his  bill  fbrafore^ 
dosisre  was  desiroos  of  obtaining  the  benefit 
of  the  proceedings  in  the  suit  of  James  v^ 
Creswicke^  and  for  that  purpose  he  made  all 
the  persons  who  were  parties  to  the  suit  of 
/tmet  V .  Creswicke  parties  to  thissuit.  Havang 
done  so,  he  dismissed  at  the  hearing  all  except 
Humphrey  Creswicke,  and,  of  course,  having 
dismissed  them  at  the  hearing  he  had  to  pay 
them*  their  costs,  and  then  in  this  decree  he 


chai^^  their  A3|ito  iigainat  Uumphray  Cm* 
wicke.  The  question  is,  whether  he  is  ea« 
titled  to  do  8o«.  Primd  fonity  having '  bsonght 
parties  before  the  Court,  whom  he  was 
obliged  to  dismiss  at  the  hearing,  and  hat- 
ing been  oUiged  in  consequence  to  pay 
their  costs,  it  would  seem  that  he  had  im- 
properiy  brought  them  before  tiM  Court. 
Look  at  the  decree^^wbat  im  the  decree? 
The  decree  is,  that,  as  between  him  and 
Humphrey  Creswicke,  he  shall  hatve  ths 
benefit  of  those  proceedings,  and  that  he 
shall  be  allowed  to  stand  in  the  place  of 
Humphrey  Creswicke,  in  the  proceedings 
in  that  suit,  and  to  use  the  name  of  Hum- 
phrey Creswicke.  Who  had  any  intetest 
in  that  suit  but  Humphrey  Creswicke? 
Why  was  it  necessary  to  bring  any  of  the 
parties  before  the  Com-t  as  between  him  and 
Humphrey  Creswicke  ?  He  was  to  stsnd 
in  the  place  of  Humphrey  Creswicke,  and 
nothing  moro ;  he  was  to  use  the  name  of 
Humphrey  Creswicke;  Humphrey  Cres<* 
wicke's  interest,  therefore,  is  to  be  prose- 
cuted precisely  as  it  was  before,  not  affect- 
ing the  interests  of  the  other  parties  in  sny 
respect,  except  that  the  beiMsfit  of  these 
proceedings,  carried  on  in  the  name  of 
Humphrey  Creswicke  befi>re,  is  to  revol 
to  the  plaintiff  in  his  absenee.  I  am  of 
opinion,  under  the  circumstances,  that  it 
was  not  necessary  to  make  the  other  psitiei 
to  the  suit  of  Joaet  v.  Crestoicke  parties  to 
this  suit ;  that  it  was  necessary,  therefore, 
to  dismiss  them  with  costs,  and  having  in- 
curred those  costs  wrong  and  unnecessarily, 
the  plaintiff  in  this  suit  is  not  entitled  to 
have  those  costs,  as  against  Humphrey 
CrsBwieke.  That  is  the  tiiird  pdnt;  so 
that  in  truth  this  decree  is  to  be  rectified 
as  far  as  relates  to  the  future  costs  under 
the  deed,  and  as  far  as  relates  also  to 
those  costs  that  have  been  charged  against 
Humphrey  Creswicke. 

As  to  the' fourth  point :  at  the  time  when 
these  securities  were  assigned  to  Booth 
by  the  assignees,  under  the  bankniptoy 
of  Mr.  Brooks,  certain  personal  securitias 
were  handed  over  to  the  plaintiff.  It  does 
not  appear-  what  those  personal  securities 
were,  but  it  was  said  that  they  were  taken 
up  by  Booth.  It  does  not  appear  that 
Humphrey  Creswicke  had  any  interest 
whatever  in  the  personal  securities;  they 
were   securities   belonging   to   Humphrey 
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Crnvkke,  .^dijafai  he  Jbad  pledged  to  BkmIu) 
and  as  an  avBildble  security,  of  course^he 
wcmld  luive  been  entitled^  to* an  aeconnt  of 
them.  Bujfc  noting  of  tbat  kind  appears, 
and  in  het  the  whole  tsanaaction  between 
Bsooka  and  Humphrey  Creswicke  consisted 
merely  of  aeeommodation  bills,  which  passed 
between  tbem,  on  which  Hamphi^y  Cres- 
wicke was  never  called  on  to  pay  a  single 
faatfaing;  Supposing  these  perscmai  secu* 
rities,  thevefore^  to  have,  been  some  of  those 
outstanding  accommodation  tiansacfcionsy 
wUch  I^umpbrey  Creswicke  never  paid 
any  money  in  respect  of,  and  that,  from 
the  lapse  of  time,  he  never  can  be  called 
oa  to  pay  anything  in  respect  of  them, 
it  appears  to  me  that  to  order  any  inquiry 
to  be  made  as  to  them,  would  be  idtogether 
unnecessary  and  idle ;  it  would  involve  the 
parties  in  expense,  which  could  be  produo-* 
tive  of  no  benefit.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
that  Qb|ection  to  the  decree  ought  not  to 
be  allowed. 

These  are  the  four  points  to  which  my 
attention  was  directed  in  the  progress  of 
this  complicated  ease.  The  decree  must 
be  rectified,  as  far  as  relates  to  the  future 
costs,  and  also  those  costs  which  Humphrey 
Cteswicke  was  charged  with,  and  which  were 
paid  by  Booth,  for  having  brought  those 
parties  to  the  suit  of  Jomes  v.  Cremoicln 
fadbie  the  Coiurt.  It  will  be  for  the  parties 
to  consider  how  what  I  have  determined  ap- 
plies to  the  second  mortgage  deed.  When 
the  secoiad  mortgage  deed  was  executed, 
those  costs  which  are  secured  by  the  first 
mortgage  deed  had  been  actually  incurred, 
sad,  therefore,  in  preparing  the  minutes,  it 
will  be  necessary  to  consider  how  that  ope- 
rates on  the  second  mortgage  deed. 


L.C. 
Mar.  13,  15. 


} 


SMITH  9.  HBNiiBT. 


Speeifie  Performance — Lease —  Utuiamp- 
ed  AgrtemefU, 


A  Ml  was  JUed  to  evfarce  spmific  per* 
firmtmee  of  a  wriUen  agreement  to  ^aaia 
letue.  The  agreement  had  lait  been  in  the 
pouemon  of  the  proposed  lessor^  hut  had 
fften  either  lost  or  destroyed  hy  him ;  but  U 
did  not  appear  that  the  agreemeni.  had  ever 


beemstampedj'.  Th^lMmtss/ditmisMdsHth' 
ouieoeta,  -    ^  . 

This  was  a  bill  for  the  qiecafic  perform^ 
ance  of  an  agreement  to  grant  a  fease  of « 
house  and  land  at  Lampton,  and  to  have  an  - 
allowance  for.  certain  repairs,  and  to  restnun  - 
an  acticm  (or  rent. 

The  bill  stated  that  an  agreement,  in 
writing,  bearing  date  in  or  about  April 
1838,  was  signed  by  a  Mr.  Warren,  as 
agent  for  Mr.  £de,  and  by  the  plaintiff ; 
whereby  Mr.  Warren,  as  such  agent,  agreed 
to  lease  to  the  plaintiff  certain  hereditaments 
for  twenty-one  years,  from  Lady -day  1838, 
determinable  at  the  expiration  of  Uie  fimt 
seven  or  fourteen  yeass,  at  the  yearly  rent 
of  80^.  The  agreement  was  given  to 
Mr.  Warren,  and  possession  of  the  heredi- 
taments was  shortly  afterwards  given  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  was  afterwards  de- 
sirous that  some  repairs  should  be  done,  and 
upon  his  applying  to  Mr.  £de,  that  gentle- 
man signed  a  memorandum  in  the  following 
words:  "May  the  7th,  1838^—1,  James 
£de,  do  hereby  authorize  Mr.  W.  Sudihy 
my  tenant,  now  residing  in  my  hoiMe  at 
Lampton,  to  erect  a  new  staircase,  and  to 
paint,  paper,  and  put  all  buildings  in  tenantr 
able  repair,  and  also  to  erect  a  correspondit 
ing  wood-piece  to  the  one  now  erected  in 
front  of  the  house,  for  which  I  will  allow 
the  expenses  of  the  same  out  of  the  rent.-^ 
James  £de ;  witness,  John  Scott.*' 

These  repairs  were  accordingly  done  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  cost  127^.  The  plaintiff 
then  applied  to  Mr.  £de  for  a  lease,  which 
Mr.  £de  refused  to  grant  him;  and  Mn 
£de  afterwards  obtained  the  agreement  from 
Warren,  and  in  September  1888  he  went  to 
reside  in  Guernsey,  where  he  died  in  May 
1840.  By  his  will  he  gave  the  residue  of 
his  estate  to  Mrs.  Henley,  and  appointed 
Mr.  Henley  and  another  person  executort 
of  his  will,  but  Mr.  Henley  alone  proved ; 
he  refused  to  grent  any  lease  of  the  here^ 
ditaments,  and  had  commenced  an  action 
against  Smith  for  the  rent  of  the  premises. 
It  aj^eared  fiom  the  answer,  that  part  of 
the  premises  of  which  a  lease  was  asked  for, 
were  copyhold,  of  which  Mr.  £de  was  seised 
to  him  and  his  heirs,  and  that  he  was  tenant 
from  year  to  year  of  the  other  part.  The 
defendants  stated  that  they  had  been  in- 
fcmned,  and  believed,  that  an   agreement 
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had  been  enterod  into  between  Mr.  Ede 
and  the  plaintiff  for  a  lease  of  the  pvemises ; 
bat  they  did  not  know  for  what  term,  or  on 
wfaid;  conditions ;  and  that  they  believed 
that  the  agreement  was  not  stamped,  as  by 
law  required,  and  that  they  coiald  not  '&ad 
any  such  agreement  among  the  papers  of 
Mr.  Ede.  The  defendants  were  willing  to 
allow  the  plaintiff  125L  for  the  repairs ;  but 
he  refused  to  pay  any  tent  until  a  lease  was 
granted  to  him. 

It  was  supposed  that  Mr.  Ede  had  de* 
stroyed  the  agreement  which  had  been  signed 
by  Mr.  Warren.  Mr.  Wairen  had  been  ex- 
amined as  a  witness,  and  remembered  pre- 
paring an  agreement,  but  had  no  distinct 
Koollection  of  its  having  been  signed,  nor 
was  it  stamped.  In  April  18S8,  Ede  gave 
it  to  his  solicitor  to  prepare  a  lease  from, 
Imt  took  it  away  again  at  the  end  of  three  or 
four  months,  before  any  lease  was  prepared* 
The  cause  came  on  to  be  beard  before  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  July  1842,  when  his 
Lordship,  not  considenng  the  evidence  re- 
speeting  the  agveement  to  be  conclusive, 
orectedan  issue,  to  try  whether  the  plain* 
tiff  and  Wanen  had  signed  such  on  agree* 
mantas  was  aU^fed  by  die  bill,  with  liberty 
to  indorse  any  special  oircmnstaBceg  upcm 

The  plaintiff  apj^ealed. 

Mr:  K.  Parker  and  Mr.  Baxm^  in  AUp^ 
port  of  the  appeal,  ooAtended,  that  by  tna 
Stamp  A^t  of  56  Geo.  3.  e.  484»'84  9;  ^  waa 
not  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  see  tiMt'  Hia 
agreement  was  stamped  before  it  was  exe- 
cuted ;  that  if  it  waapreaettted  at  the  Stamp 
Office  within  twenty-one  dayr  alter  the«4ia& 
of  it,  the  Commissioiners  -m^ste  'bofind>ilML 
tflanp  it;  that  tlM  discnOfNi  iwhich'Wa^ 
given  to  the€emmissimi6ts  by  the  Stem^  glWt 
<4  37'  6m.  8.  e.  186.  ft.  8,  was  takeft  ^mwt 
bythelaDeract;  andt^fstefoire  tha  jpteiotifr 
bad  done  nc^hing  ivnegoflay 'in  aignihg  aaf 
agreement  before  It  w«n  stamped^  anditteU} 
if  tlie  agraetnent  tvaadestroyecl^by'Mf/^Bte 
ibaMhdent^y,  so  as  to  prevent  it  ^riiMii^ 
duly  stamped,  this  Court  w^old:  nut 'allow 
Mr.  Ede,  or  those  who  dafimed  imdM-hin, 
to  have  any  advantage  iSrom  ^tliatteud; 
that  it  was  clear,  from  the  admissions  in 
the  answer  and  die  evidence,  and  the  acts 
of  the  parties,  that  an  agreement  had  been 
entered  into,  and  the  nature  of  it  was  suffi- 


ciemtly  clear  ta  enable  the  Master  to  settle  a 
lease. 

HrnddUiUmy.  Brigfm,  11  Yea.  i58S.^ 
Mettaer  v.  OiUexpU^  Ibid.  621« 
Sanson  v.  iitMisey,  2  Vem.  5^1. 
Sayer  v.  Pierce^  1  Yes.  sen.  288. 
Cookes  V.  HeUiery  Ibid.  ft84. 
WhUfield  V.  Fauuet,  ibid.  889. 
Cole  V.  Oibsm,  Ibid.  508. 
Slatterie  v.  Pooley^  6  Afoe.  &  Wsk 

664 ;    s.  c.    10  Law  J.  Rap.  (ics.) 

Exeh.  8. 

Mr,  Wakefield  and  Mr,  Heaihfield^  con- 
tra, cited — 

Hart  V.  Harty  1  Hare,  1 ;  s.  c.  1 1  Law 

J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  9. 
Rippiner  v.  fVrigbi,  2  B«  &  Aid.  478. 
Bougfleld  V.  Godfreffi  5  Bing.  418 ;  s.c* 

7  Law  J.  Rep.  C.P.  158. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  tiiat  from 
the  evidence,  it  must  be  taken  that  the 
agreement  was  not  stamped,  and  if  it  had 
been  produced  to  the  Court  ia  that  stats, 
it  eould  not  be  Moeived  in  evidenoa;  if  the 
eontants  eould  be  provad;  and  redttcad  iato 
writing,  of  if  a  copy  oould  'be'iMved,  thst 
night  beatampad.  In  BcmjiM  v.  ihdfre) 
aoopyof  a  copy  waaatamped*  and  admitted 
as  evidence.^  But  here,  althungh  it  was 
alear  Ihetawms  some  agreenoant,  the  tsmi 
and^sonditinns^olkdidnotappear;  and  the 
pMSURipticniifromalltke  osrcmnstaneeswae, 
tfatt:  v4^.  agreement  wi^a  never  stamped* 
'Bharaiwiete  aat  sufficient  admissions  in  tbe 
aasfweiKto  enable:  the  Court  to.  decree  a  spe* 
dfittipeiAimniica^  and  tdie  i^aintiff  had  no 
otber  aaidenbb  to  rsly  on.  The  bill  most 
thereioM  hH  disimssed^ 

'  Appeal  and  bill  dismissed,  without  costs. 


r<  •"> 


\    '  i 


MarctSO.}      ^^  P^rte  ASiynEWB. 

Solicitor--  Taxation  of  Bili  of  Costs^ 
Statute  6^7  Vict,  c,  73. 

If  a  mMeUor  has  refused  to  alhw  seriom 
deeds  io  he  exeeuted  unid  kis  biU  ofeosU 
is  ftMiOndthe  MUss  paid  uader  pretest, 
and  the  deeds  executed,  this  may  eoestHuti 
such  a  *'  special  circumstance"  as  to  indues 
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lie  Cmrt  t»  ioM  the  biH  tmder  ike  e  ^  7 
Viet.  e.  78. 

A  paUien  far  ibe  taxaiim  of  m  biU  of 
costs  set  forth  sp€oial  drcunutancea  sufieient 
M  themselves  to  Main  an  order  for  taxdion^ 
hui  the  afidaoUs  im  stipport  of  it  taeniioned 
some  of  the  items  which  were  objected  to^  aU 
of  which  were  explained  by  the  s(dieiiers  to 
die  saOsfaetum  of  the  Cowri.  The  petition 
was  dismiued  with  eeets^ 

A  petition  for  lAe  taxoHon  of  a  bill  of 
costs^  which  sufficiently  sets  forth  special 
eircumst€mees  for  taxation^  need  not  men^' 
don  the  specific  items  which  are  objected 
to. 

This  was  the  petition  of  Mrs.  Andrews, 
prating  fer  the  taxation  c^  a  bill  of  costs, 
and  that  the  solicitors  might  be  ordered  to 
refund  to  the  petitioner  all  such  sums  of 
money  as  on  such  taxation  should  be  taken 
offthebiE. 

The  petition  stated,  that  upon  the  mar- 
riage of  the  petitioner  in  1811»  certain  free* 
hoU  aad  leasehold  property  was  vested  in 
two  tmatecs^  upon  the  trosts  of  her  man- 
na^ setdement;  liiat  one  of  those  tmsteea 
died  in  1839,  and  the  other  being  desirous 
of  being  dischaigedi  indentiiiJea  of  release 
sad  indemnity,  and  indentures  for  the  apt 
pointBent  of  new  tnistees»  and  for  creating 
IB  them  the  trust  property,  which  was  of 
•evend  varioiis  descriptioias,  were  {MPeparsd 
hf  die  solicitors  of  the  retiring  trustee;  that 
the  solicitors  having  refused  to  aUow  ther 
Rtiniig  trustee  to  execute  the  deeds  and 
letde  the  .business  until  their  bill  o£  ioosto. 
wsi  paid,  the  petitioner  paid  tbe  bilh  whieli 
■he  now  sou^t  to  have  taxed.  The  pay« 
ment  waa  made  in  October  184^  vnder  e* 
protest  in  writing,  containing  aa  intimal^on 
tiuit  an  order  for  their  taxation  would  be 
applied  for. 

In  an.affidavit  in  support  of  the  petition, 
the  petitioner  complained  of  certain  fees  to 
counsel,  for  settling  the  deeds^  amounting 
to  thirteen  guineas,  and  insisted  that  it  liras 
quite  unnecessary  to  lay  the  deeds  before 
counsel ;  and  also  of  a  charge  of  3^.  10«.  lid* 
fox  an  attested  copy  of  the  settlement  for 
the  retiring  trustee ;  and,  thirdly,  of  a  ehatge 
of  5  J.  5«.  for  attendances.  The  le^ondttits* 
by  thdr  affidavits,  explained  the  cifcsa^ 
•tenees  under  which  all  these  chaiges  were 


made,  and  the  roasonayeness  of  them*  The 
bill  of  ooets  amounted  to  71 2.  7««  9d. 

Mr.  AUnnit,  in  support  of  the  petition, 
after  referring  to  the  88th  and  41st  sections 
of  the  6  &  7  Vict*  c.  73,  contended,  tiiat 
the  direction  in  these  sections  to  shew  some 
special  eircemstanees  was  sufficiently  com** 
pitied  with,  by  stating  that  the  solicitors 
refused  to  allow  the  retiring  trustee  to 
execute  the  deeds  until  the  bill  of  costs  waa 
paid. 

Mu  Bagshawe^  for  the  re^wndenta.— - 
The  petition  ought  to  set  forth  the  special 
circumstanoes  whick  call  for  the  interferenoe 
of  the  Court,  to  order  the  taxation. 

[The  Lord  Chancbllor  said,  he  thou^^ 
the  statement  in  the  petition  respecting  the 
payment  of  the  bill,  in  consequence  of  a 
xefosal  to  allow  the  deeds  to  be  executed 
without  payment,  amounted  to  a  special 
circumstance,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act.] 

The  petition  does  not  specify  any  charges 
in  this  bill  whick  are  imiHroper.  Tbe  41st 
section  of  the  act  applies  only  to  billa  whidk 
have  been  paid,  and  the  Master  of  the  RolUi 
has  beld,  that  a  petition  must  set  forth  the 
items  wbieh  are  objected  to. 

In  re  Downes,  5  Beav.  425 ;  s*o«  antdi 

159. 
Massie  v.  Drake,  4  Beav.  439. 
All  the  items  whith  are  mentioned  in  the 
affidafdbwhich  has  been  filed  in  support  of 
the.  petiti(m«  have  been  aatisfactonly  ex« 
pbeiiedj 

Tke  LoiD  GsAifciBLLoa  said,  that  in 
Meesie  y*  J}rehei^  die  payment  had  been 
jandU  jvoluBtanily^.eAid  that  case  did  not 
daeidev  that  nAder  special  ourcumstaneeS' it 
miOstrstilir  ittAll  eaaes,  be  necessary  to  set 
fiDftk.]»« the. petition  the  items  winch. aie 
el^ecUd  tOk*  ]di  thss  osae,  tf  the  petitioiier 
k^x^slied  en  thetapecialciroiiiiistanoeidQDe^ 
Us  Londslup  wonid  have  been  disposed  to 
vtakeihb  order;  but  aa  the  petitioner  bad 
selMHed:  those  items  which  she  thought 
mottnotjectiQnaUe^  and  aa  the  olijeotions  te 
these  items  bed  been  explamed,  he  thought 
he  ought' not  to  make  the  order. 

Petition  dismissed,  with  costs. 
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THE  LONDON  AND  GRKXNWjECH 
RAILWAY  COMPANY  V.  OOOP- 
CHILD. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser-^TitU-^^osU. 

A  railway  company  having  under  their 
act  the  usual  power  to  sell  surplus  landSf 
with  a  direction  to  offer  them  in  the  first 
instance  to  the  owners  of  the  adjoining  lands, 
entered  into  a  contract  for  sale  to  a  stranger, 
and  then  made  an  offer  of  the  same  lands  to 
the  parties  who  were  entitled  to  the  right 
of  pre-emption,  which  offer  was  declined; 
the  purchaser  refused  to  complete  his  con- 
tract,  because  the  last-mentioned  offer  had 
not  been  made  prior  to  the  contract  with  him, 
and  the  company  filed  a  bill  to  compel  spe- 
cific performance : — Held,  that  the  objection 
was  a  question  of  conveyance  and  not  of  title, 
and  that  the  purchaser  must  complete  the 
contract ;  but  the  Court  refused  to  give  the 
plaintiffs  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

This  was  a  bill  filed  by  the  London  and 
Oreenwick  Railway  Company  to  compel 
the  specific  performance  by  the  defendant  of 
1^  contract  to  purchase  some  hereditaments, 
which  the  company  had  been  required  to 
purchase,  but  which  were  not  wanted  for 
the  puiposes  of  their  act 

Bj  the  act  by  which  they  were  incorpo- 
rated (3  Will.  4.  c.  46. )«  alter  reciting  that 
th^  company  might  become  seised  of  her#- 
fditamenta  not  wanted  for  the  purposes  of 
,  the  act,  it  was  enacted  by  the  89th  section, 
**  That  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  said  com- 
pany to  sell,  and  by  any  deed  under  their 
jBommon  seid  to  convey  any  part  of  such 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  or  of 
any  estate  or  interest  purchased  by  the  said 
company  in  such  lands,  tenements,  or  hftse- 
ditements,  or  any  part  thereof,  either  tog^ 
ther  or  in  parcds,  by  public  auction  or 
private  contract  as  they  should  deem  most 
advantageous,  to  such  persons  as  should  be 
willing  to  contract  for  and  purchase  the 
same,  and  that  such  conveyances  from  the 
said  company  should  be  valid  and  effiietiia), 
anything  in  the  said  act  contained,  or  any 
other  law,  statute,  or  custom,  to  the  ooa» 
trary  notwithstanding.  Provided  always, 
that  the  said  company,  before  they  should 
dispose  of  any  such  lands,  tenements,  or 
hereditaments,  should  first  offer  to  sell  such 


lands,  tenements,  or  heredit$meal8  to  the 
person,  or  to  the  persons  succesidvely,  in 
such  order  as  the  said  company  should  deem 
meet,  whose  lands  or  premises  should  imme- 
diately adjoin  the  lands,  tenements,  orheBs- 
ditaments  so  proposed  to  be  sold ;  the  person 
ftom  whom  such  lands,  tenements,  or  hersdi-^ 
taments  should  have  been  purshased,  if  the 
owner  of  adjoining  hinds,  to  be  always  pre- 
ferred, such  persons  being  in  £ngUnd,  aod 
conveniently  found,  and  being  c«pabla  of 
entering  into  a  contract  for  the  pnrchaae  of 
such  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments^" 

In  April  1837,  the  compai^y  qauaod  oar- 
tain  hereditaments  to  be  put  up  for  sab  by 
public  auction,  when  the  defendant  was 
declared  to  be  the  purchaser  of  eight  lots, 
and  the  purchase-money  amounted  alto- 
gether to  3,305/.  The  defendant  then 
signed  an  agreement  for  the  poochase,  awl 
the  purchase  was  to  be  completed  by'  the 
12th  of  May  following. 

Upon  the  abstract  of  title  being  examined 
on  behalf  of  the  purchaser,  evidence  was 
required  that  an  offer  of  the  hereditaments 
comprised  in  these  lots  had  been  duly  made 
to  the  owners- of  the  adjoining  lands,  and 
declined  by  them.  It  appeared  that  two 
only  of  the  lots  had  been  offered  to  a  Mr. 
Stainton,  upon  whose  lands  these  lots  ad- 
joined, and  that  he  had  declined  to  puichMo : 
but  it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  tke 
putnhaseT)  th«t  all  the  lots  ought  to  have 
been  offered  to  Mr.  Stainton,  and  also  lo 
Quae n'a  College,  Cambridge,  who  were  the 
ownan  of  other  lands  adjoining.  After  some 
diii^ssion  respecting  the  boundanes,  and  in 
opder  to  remove  this  objection,  the  compuy 
vm4»  an  offer  of  the  whole  of  the  heredity- 
menta  comprised  in  these  lots,  both  to  Mr. 
Staipton  and  to  Queen's  College;  by  both 
of  whom  the  offers  were  declined,  the  last 
refusal  being  made  on  the  11th  of  September 
1637*  The  defendant,  however,  stiU  refused 
to  complete  the  purchase ;  and  in  July  1838 
this  bill  was  ffled. 

In  February  1839  an  order  was  obtained 
on  motion,  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the 
Master  to  inquire,  whether  a  good  title  oouki 
be  made  by  the  plaintii&,  and  when  such 
tide  was  first  shewn. 

In  July  1 889  the  Master  made  his  report, 
and  found  that  a  good  title,  as  to  the  two 
lots  whidi  had  been  offered  to  Stainton 
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befinre'tiie  contract  "widi  '  the  defbndaht, 
iri^  Aeiro  when  the  abstract  was  delivered, 
lAM  8a''to  th«''rtm«^iil^  of  the  tots  on  the 
nth*  of  Scpteifiber  1887-  The  defendant 
tttA  ^^t^pdons*  to'the  repolt,  and  upon  the 
eitcegtfoni  coming  on  to  he  heard  before  tlie 
Vice  ttrancenorr,  on  the  2^d  of  November 
'IS41,1rt#4lfcrmtli'  rtiit  a*  cto6  to  did'CoTirt 
ef'Q'tiie^  fteticB'fbr  Hhe  opinioti  of 'the 
'CbuWi>ii^el!he^,  tittdter'the  enahllng  part  of 
thd'SMt  ^ebtSorh,  Unfrcdtnpa^y  c(mld,  on  the 
'lim  WWptetnber  '18BT,  sell  anfl  convey  to 
the-  aH^hda^t  the'  h^^dft^ments  comprised 

M  tl»lttW  IirtJirj 

f'  Thft  tAaJA  vraa'argbed  before  the  Court  of 
Queeft'«  Bench  on  th6  5th  of  December 
1S4S;'and  the' 06titt« gate  k  certificate  in 
ftrw)uV  of  the  'eonlpany. 
' '  Th^  CM  WM  now  brought  dn  again  before 
He  YVcfb  Chanedlor. 

Mf.  S9imti  and  Mf.  ChatMess,  in  sup- 
port of  the  exceptions,  insisted,  that  the 
pow^  of  ^e  given  by  fhe  act  could  only 
%e  eite«uted  in  fhe  manner,  atid  subject  to 
^l  l%»  sdptdations,  which  the  act  pointed 
out;  thdt  until  tlie  company  had  made  an 
«iflbr  of  eheif  surplus  lands  to  the  owners  df 
t!ie  «9}6ining  landsf,  they  had  no  authority 
t5  sell  them  to  amy  Mh^r  party;  and- that 
tlverefote  'the  agreement  t6  i^ll  tlu^m  to  the 
defendattt  was  one  which  they  Imd  tiot  at 
Ae  time  way  p6wiBr  to  carry 'iuto  iexethitibii, 
atid  it  aof^  not  to  be  held  binding  oh'tSfe 
defendant  $  or  if  tbdr  agreement  ^th  hilh 
was  valid,  dien  the  subsetfuent  dfftfto'tUs 
ownen  of  the  adjoining  lands,  could  not 
be  considered  as  a  h^nd  JIde  offer,  so  aa  to 
iititiy  the  act,  and  in  that  view  the  'eMh- 
ptny  could  not  make  a  good  title,  but  Wc/uld 
Ifltve  the  defendant  sul^ct  to  the  claihift  Of 
thoie  parties  who  had  an^fatbf  pfe«>ertipeftlh 
aader  theact.  ..     <  . 

The  VicB  CHANCKLLon.-^^kis  reference 
to  the  lAaster,  in  fact,  was  made  by  an 
iatsrloeutory  <»der.  An  urdev'  of  tfe«t  kind 
baving  been  made,  it  is  implied  that  there 
Wtt  nothing  except  tiie  title  in  diaputej  and 
i«  not  iIm  defendant  bound  by  that  onderf  If 
^  case  was,  that  tlieve  was  (using  the  ktn- 
gnge  of  this  Court)  a  sort  of  finaud  in  tiie 
contract,  so  that  if  it  should  appear  that  the 
oorapany  could  make  a  good  title,  still  there 
was  no  binding  contract  with  Goodchild,  the 
cnlar  eught  not  to  have  been  made.  There 
was  quite  sufficient  in  litigation  about  the 
New  Sbries,  XIIL^-Chanc. 


validity  of  the  contract,  to  hate  enabled  the 
'  defendant  to  have  made  the  objection  that  the 
contract  was  tainted  with  fraud.  I  only  make 
the  observBtibn  in  seeking  to  know  how 
matters  stood.  There  is  a  case  of  Flureau 
v.  Thornhitl{V),  which  I  have  understood 
'  as  settling  the  law,  that  where  a  person,  not 
having  a  good  title,  bond  fide  enters  into  a 
contract  for  sale  of  an  estate,  the  purchaser 
cannot  recover  in  damages ;  but  if  you  put 
him  to  expense,  he  may  recover  them.  But 
the  mere  fact  that  the  party  has  not  at  the 
time  the  estate  which  he  contracts  to  convey 
!s  not  such  a  misfeasance  as  to  amount 
to  fraud.  And  I  cannot  but  think  that 
this  is  a  case  in  which  the  company  might 
lawfully  file  their  bill  for  the  performance 
of  the  contract,  supposing  they  have  a  good 
title  and  can  convey:  die  act  only  inter- 
poses a  sort  of  conditional  obstruction  to  the 
conveyance;  it  does  not  prevent  a  contract. 
[His  Honour  read  the  B9th  section.]  There 
is  this  special  provision,  "  before  they  shall 
dispose  of,"  &c.  No  doUbt,  this  vJ^ould^pr^ - 
vent  the  company  findm  carrying  this  contract 
into  execution ;  for  dispose  of,  means  con  v^ : 
but  it  will  not  prevent  tliem  from  coptAct- 
ihg.  And  the  point  having  been  expre^ly  {^tit 
before  the  Queen's  Bench,  I  do  not  think  il 
am  precluded  from  entertaining  t^e^o^iihion 
that  they  might  lawfully  contract^  aldiough 
not  ednvey.  Therefiire  I  think  that,  not- 
w^thstamding  the  defect,  when  lihey  faaVe 
actually  got  rid  of  the  difficulty  they  might 
enforce  the  contract.  This  is  merely^ 'a 
qu«iat^  of  conveyaiice. 

ilfh  Spence^  Mr.  Befhell,  and  Mr.  T\»elh, 
for'the  company,  contended,  as  to  costs,  that 
=as  the  suit  was  rendered  necessary,  by  the 
deffthdant  setting  up  an  objection  which  the 
-Court  considered  groundless,  the  defendant 
fnight  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit — 
'/9eeefie»  v.  Morr€ll(2). 

•  Tlie  (Vien  Ctt ANcBLLOu.-^This  ease  seems 
t»'m*  te  ^^E^  ih>tti  the  ceframon^aee  where 
1^  person,  «uppoMng  he  has  a  goed  title;  and 
tekly  having  it  in  substance,  contracts  fat 
tale,  and  has  not  when-  he  €rst  gives 'the 
abslfaet  n  good  title,  but  ultimately  shews 
it.  If  the  title  is  not  shewn  to  be  good  till 
after  tiie  suit  is  begnn,*of  course  the  plaintiff 

(l)  2  W.  Black.  1078. 
(3)  1  B«ay.  251. 
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cannot  get  his  costs  until  after  that  time. 
But  here,  from  the  very  act  which  consti- 
tuted the  company^  and  gave  them  the  right 
to  purchase  property,  and  also  to  sell  by 
express  clause,  and  under  which  act,  without 
the  express  clause,  it  might  be  doubtful 
whether  they  could  sell,  they  must  have 
known,  that  in  April  1 837  they  had  not  done 
that  thing,  the  doing  of  which  was  absolutely 
necessary  to  enable  them  to  convey  at  all, 
and  the  doing  of  which,  when  they  did  it 
after  the  date  of  the  contract,  left  it  uncertain 
whether  they  could  be  able  to  complete  the 
contract  or  not.  Because,  after  they  had 
made  the  offer,  it  might  as  well  have  been 
accepted  as  refused;  and  offering  this  for 
sale  in  April,  with  full  knowledge  of  their 
infirmity,  they  entered  into  a  contract 
with  the  defendant.  They  make  the  con- 
tract absolutely ;  but  it  is  only  by  reason 
of  a  subsequent  and  contingent  event  that 
they  acquire  the  right  to  convey;  and  I 
think  that,  in  common  fairness,  the  pur* 
chaser  ought  to  have  been  informed  on 
what  ground  he  stood.  He  was  bound 
to  pay  the  purchase-money  on  the  12th 
of  May  1837.  He  might  have  taken  a 
conveyance  from  the  company,  and  got 
what  title  he  could,  and  then  if  Mr.  Stainton 
and  Queen's  College  had  thought  right  to 
dispute  it, .  his  conveyance  might  have 
turned  out  to  be  waste  paper.  I  have  no 
doubt  it  was  innocently  done  on  the  part 
of  the  company,  yet  it  will  be  most  consistent 
with  justice  to  declare  that  there  must  be  a 
decree  for  specific  performance,  but  to  give 
no  costs  up  to  the  present  time. 


M 
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GREENWOOD  V,  ROTHWELL. 


Production  of  Deeds^  8^c, — Practice-^ 
Notice — Mortgage, 

In  1799,  A.  executed  a  mortgage  of  his 
estate^  by  demise  thereof  for  a  term  of 
1,000  years^for  securing  400^.  and  interest* 
A.  afterwards  made  his  will^  dated  in  181 1» 
devised  the  same  estate  to  /.  G.  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  all  and  every  the  issue  of 
J»  Gy  share  and  share  alike;  and  died  in 
1812.  After  the  death  of  A,  and  about  the 
year  1 823,  /.  G,  together  with  the  executors 
and  trustees  named  in  his  wiU,  sold  and  con^ 
veyed  the  mortgaged  premises  to  A.  T,  abso^ 


lutely.  A,  T.  laid  out  a  large  sum  of  money 
on  the  premises,  in  erecting  a  miU  and  other 
buildings,  and  afterwards  mortgaged  the 
same  for  3,000Z.  to  fV.  R,  to  whose  trustee 
the  term  of  1 ,000  years  was  assigned.  W,  R, 
had,  by  means  of  recitals  contained  in  the 
deeds  in  his  possession,  constructive  notice 
of  the  title  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  issue  of  J,  G, 
under  A*s  wiU,  but  he  claimed  to  be  paid  net 
only  the  original  mortgage  sum  of  400Z.  and 
interest,  but  also  the  amount  expended  on  the 
premises,  before  he  could  be  required  to  pro- 
duce the  deeds  relating  to  the  same.  On  mo- 
tion, for  production  of  the  deeds j  in  W,  R's 
possession,  relating  to  the  premises,  it  was 
held,  that  he  was  not  bound  to  produce  them 
for  the  plaintiffs*  inspection. 

The  plaintiffs  moved,  in  this  case,  for  the 
production  of  certain  deeds,  documentB  and 
writings,  admitted  by  the  defendant,  William 
Rothwell,  by  his  answer,  to  be  in  his  posses'*^ 
sion. 

The  object  of  the  bill  was  to  have  it 
declared  that  the  defendant,  £.  N.  Alex- 
ander, was  a  trustee  for  the  plaintiffs,  of  a 
term  of  1 ,000  years,  vested  in  him,  subject 
to  such  charge  as  die  defendant  RothweU, 
or  any  of  the  other  defendants,  might  be 
entitled  to,  in  respect  of  a  sum  of  400/.  due 
on  mortgage  of  the  hereditaments  therein 
mentioned,  or  any  interest  thereon  ;  and  that 
£.  N.  Alexander  might  be  ordered  to  as- 
sign the  term  to  the  plaintiffs,  on  payment 
by  them  of  what  should  be  found  due  in 
respect  of  such  mortgage  security,  and  to 
have  other  consequential  relief. 

The  defendant  Rothwell,  in  his  answer, 
admitted  the  seisin  of  the  testator  John 
MitcheU,  at  the  date  of  his  will,  of  the  he- 
reditaments described  in  the  bill,  subject  to 
a  mortgage,  by  demise,  dated  the  4th  of 
February  1799,  for  a  term  of  1,000  yean, 
to  Dttckett  and  others,  commencing  on  that 
day,  for  securing  the  sum  of  400/.  and 
interest.  The  testator,  by  his  will,  dated 
the  6th  of  September  1811,  after  directmg 
all  his  just  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and  the 
legades  therein  bequeathed,  to  be  paid  by 
his  trustees  and  executors,  Joseph  (heen- 
wood  and  James  Northorp,  out  of  his  real 
and  personal  estate,  and  devinng  all  his 
lands  and  tenements  whatsoever  to  the 
same  persons,  for  and  during  the  term  of 
1,000  years,  upon  trust,  out  of  the  rents 
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thereof,  to  keep  the  premises  in  tenantable 
repair,  and  to  pay  the  interest  due  on  the 
mortgage  security  of  the  4th  of  February 
1799,  gave  and  devised  unto  Jonas  Green- 
wood all  his  lands  and  tenements  in  Clayton, 
for  and  during  his  natural  life ;  and  after 
his  decease  the  testator  gave  the  same  pre- 
mises unto  all  and  every  the  issue  of  the 
body  of  the  said  Jonas  Greenwood,  share 
and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in  common,  and 
to  the  heirs  of  such  issue.  The  testator  died 
very  shortly  after  the  date  of  his  will.  Jonas 
Greenwood  died  in  1840,  whereupon  the 
plaintifls,  his  children,  became,  as  they  al- 
leged, entitled,  under  the  will,  to  the  premises 
in  question,  subject  to  the  mortgage  security 
of  the  4th  of  February  1799.  By  an  in- 
denture, dated  the  5th  of  March  1812,  sub- 
sequently to  the  testator's  death,  Duckett 
and  others,  together  with  Joseph  Green- 
wood and  J.  Northorp,  as  the  executors  and 
trustees  of  the  will,  in  consideration  of  4001. 
advanced  to  Duckett  and  others  at  the 
request  of  Joseph  Greenwood  and  James 
Northorp,  by  Mann,  and  1442.  by  him  paid 
to  J.  Greenwood  and  James  Northorp, 
assigned  the  mortgaged  premises  to  Mann, 
for  the  residue  of  the  mortgage  term 
of  1,000  years,  for  securing  the  sum  of 
550/.,  and  interest  thereon.  Afterwards 
by  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated 
the  13th  and  14th  of  March  1825,  in  the 
latter  of  which  were  recited  the  testator's 
will,  the  last- mentioned  mortgage  security, 
and  that  Jonas  Greenwood,  party  thereto, 
had  contracted  with  Abraham  Tempest  lor 
the  absolute  sale  and  conveyance  to  him 
and  his  heirs  of  the  inheritance  in  possession 
of  the  mortgaged  premises,  for  the  price  of 
400/.  to  be  paid  to  Mann,  the  mortgagee 
thereof,  in  consideration  of  400/.  paid  by 
Abraham  Tempest  to  Mann,  at  the  request 
of  Jonas  Greenwood,  and  the  said  testator's 
executors  and  trustees,  the  premisee  were 
conveyed  by  Jonas  Crreenwood,  and  ratified 
and  confirmed  by  the  executors  and  trustees 
of  the  testator,  to  Abraham  Tempest  and 
his  heirs ;  and  for  the  better  assuring  the 
premises,  and  barring  all  estates  tail  therein, 
and  extinguishing  all  title  to  dower  therein 
of  the  wife  of  Jonas  Chreenwood,  he  cove- 
nanted to  levy  a  fine,  and  for  title  and  further 
assurance  in  the  ordinary  way ;  and  by  the 
s^me  indenture  of  release  the  residue  of  the 
term  of  1,000  years  was  assigned  by  Mann 


to  Isaac  Tempest,  in  trust  for  Abraham 
Tempest,  and  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and 
very  shortly  afterwards  such  fine  was  ac- 
cordingly levied.  By  indentures  of  lease 
and  release  and  assignment,  dated  the  13th 
and  14th  of  July  1826,  and  made  between 
Abrabam  Tempest,  of  the  first  part,  Isaac 
Tempest,  of  the  second  part,  Messrs. 
Rawson  and  Co.,  bankers,  of  the  third  part, 
Jonas  Patchett,  of  the  fourth  part,  the 
premises,  with  the  buOdings  and  improve- 
ments thereon,  were  conveyed  absolutely  to 
Messrs.  Rawson,  by  way  of  mortgage,  for 
securing  monies  due  to  them  on  a  banking 
account;  and  Isaac  Tempest  thereby  as- 
signed to  J.  Patchett  the  premises  for  the 
residue  of  the  mortgage  term  of  1,000  years. 
By  indentures  of  lease  and  release  and 
assignment,  dated  the  20th  and  2 1st  of 
December  1835,  and  to  which  Messrs. 
Rawson,  as  the  surviving  partners  and 
bankers,  Abraham  Tempest,  the  defendant 
William  Rothwell,  and  J.  Patchett  were 
parties,  after  reciting,  amongst  other  things, 
in  the  release,  the  last-mentioned  mort- 
gage, Messrs.  Rawson,  in  consideration  of 
794/.  14«.  5d.f  due  to  them  from  Abraham 
Tempest,  and  of  2,205/.  5^.  7d.  to  Abraham 
Tempest  paid  by  defendant  Rothwell,  the 
premises,  together  with  the  other  buildings 
and  improvements  therein,  were  conveyed 
to  the  defendant  Rothwell  and  his  heirs, 
subject  to  redemption  on  payment  of  the  sum 
of  3,000/.  and  interest,  and  by  the  same  in- 
denture the  premises  were  assigned  for  the 
residue  of  the  term  of  1,000  years  to  E.  N. 
Alexander,  in  trust,  for  the  defendant  Roth- 
well, who,  by  his  answer,  stated  his  belief 
that  the  sum  of  400/.,  the  consideration  for 
the  conveyances  to  Abraham  Tempest,  was 
at  the  date  thereof  a  full  consideration  for 
the  value  thereof;  and  that  Abraham  Tem- 
pest appeared  to  have  been  a  bond  fide  pur- 
chaser, and  that  the  sale  of  the  premises 
appeared  to  have  been  made  bond  fide,  and 
as  a  means  of  payment  of  the  testator's 
debts,  and  was  valid  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  trusts  contained  in  the  testator's  will. 

The  defendant  Rothwell,  by  his  answer, 
also  claimed  to  be  a  mortgagee  of  the  pre- 
mises, and  as  such  a  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration,  without  notice  of  the  title  of 
the  plaintiffs  (if  any  they  had),  and  claimed  to 
have  the  full  benefit  of  the  prior  legal  estate, 
overriding  the  title  of  any  of  the  plaintifisy 
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vested  in  £.  N.  Alexander  by  means  of  the 
tenn  of  1,000  years;  the  answer  insisted 
that  the  title  deeds,  set  out  in  the  sche- 
dule, and  bearing  date  subsequently  to  the 
will  of  the  testator,  ought  not  to  be  produced 
by  him,  until  the  plaintiffs  should  have 
established  their  right  of  redemption  to  the 
premises,  the  same  being  the  defendant's 
muniments  of  title  to  his  mortgage.  The 
schedule  to  the  answer  set  forth  (inter  alia) 
the  several  deeds  and  documents  herein- 
before mentioned. 

Mr.  G,  Turner  and  Mr,  T.  Turner,  in 
support  of  the  motion.*— The  plaintiffs  do 
not  seek  the  production  of  the  deeds  for  the 
purpose  of  picking  a  hole  in  the  defendant's 
title,  for  the  deeds,  on  the  face  of  them,  as 
set  forth  in  the  defendant's  answer,  prove 
constructive  notice  to  the  defendant  of  the 
plaintiffs'  tide ;  and  the  cases  ofHardman  y. 
Ellamea  (1),  and  Bolion  v.  the  Corporation 
of  Liverpool  {2\  have  no  application  to  the 
present  case,  the  documents  in  those  cases 
being  expressly  taken  to  constitute  the 
defendant's  title,  and  in  no  way  tended  to 
make  out  or  support  the  title  of  the  plain- 
tifis.  If  the  defendant  is  a  mortgagee,  with 
notice  of  the  plaintiffs'  title,  which  he  must 
be  taken  to  be,  according  to  the  statements 
contained  in  his  answer,  no  question  remains 
to  be  tried  between  the  parties  at  the  hear- 
ing ;  and  as  the  plaintiffs  offer  at  once  to 
pay  the  defendant  the  amount  due  to  him 
in  respect  of  the  original  mortgage,  he  ought 
to  be  compelled  to  produce  the  deeds,  con- 
taining as  they  do  recitals  evidencing  the 
plaintiffs'  title  to  the  equity  of  redemption. 
Again,  the  plaintiffs  in  their  bill  state  the 
defendant's  title,  and  thereby  render  it  un- 
necessary for  him  to  enter  into  any  evidence 
in  the  cause. 

Mr.  Roupellf  for  the  defendant  Roth- 
weD. — The  term  of  1,000  years  is  still  out- 
standing in  a  trustee  for  the  defendant,  and 
has  passed  to  the  defendant  for  valuable 
consideration;  but  whatever  may  be  the 
plaintiffs'  title,  they  cannot  have  production 
of  the  deeds  in  question,  without  previously 
redeeming  the  term,  and  paying  off  the 
principal  sum  and  interest  secured  by  it; 
the  ddfendant,  moreover,  claims  to  be  paid  a 

(1)  2  Myl.  &  K.  732;  8.c.  4  Uw  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chane.  18L 

(2)  1  MyL  fit  K.  88;  •.  c.  1  Uw  J.  Rep.  (h.s.) 
Chtnc  I6e. 


sum  of  3,000/.  and  upwards,  the  amount  of 
monies  laid  out  in  lasting  improvements; 
and  as  he  claims  under  persons  who,  as  the 
defendant  alleges,  had  no  actual  notice  of 
the  plaintiffs'  title,  the  defendant  insists  on 
his  right  to  retain  the  estate  till  he  is  satis- 
fied the  whole  amount  due  to  him  in  respect 
of  such  expenditure.  The  documents  men- 
tioned in  the  schedule  to  the  answer,  con- 
sisting of  valuations,  &c.,  the  defendant 
does  not  object  to  produce  for  the  plaintifb' 
inspection — Sparke  v.  Moniriou  (3). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  eaid  he  was 
afraid  he  could  not  grant  the  motion  as 
respected  the  title  deeds ;  the  sum  of  400/. 
still  remained  due,  unless  it  had  been  paid 
off,  which  the  Court  could  not  assume  to  be 
the  &ct ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  the 
mortgagee  was  entitled  to  hold  the  deeds  as 
a  security  for  any  sum,  in  addition  to  the 
principal  sum  of  400/.,  and  interest  thereon. 
The  bill  stated  the  several  instruments  in 
question,  and  the  defendant  admitted  his  pos- 
session of  them.  If  so,  he  could  not  truly 
allege  he  had  not  had  notice  of  die  fistcts 
stated  in  such  instruments.  It  would  be 
convenient  to  have  the  documents  in  ques- 
tion produced,  but  the  rules  of  the  Court 
for  the  present  prevented  them  from  being 
ordered  to  be  produced,  and  matters  rouit 
remain  as  they  were  until  the  hearing,  when 
an  inquiry  on  the  subject,  that  would  prove 
satisfactory,  might  be  directed  to  the  Master. 


K.  Bruce, 
March  19 


,V.C,\ 
^,29.  J 


RAGGETT  r.  HEUX. 


Baron  and  Feme — Restraint  on  Anticipa' 
Hon* — Separate  Use — Devise — Construction, 

A  restraint  against  anticipation  in  a  gift 
of  real  estate  to  a  married  woman  in  fee, 
for  her  separate  use,  held  to  be  vaUd. 

A  freehold  house  was  settled  on  a  married 
woman,  in  fee,  for  her  separate  use,  but  to 
that  she  should  not  '*  sell,  mortgage,  charge, 
or  incumber  it.**  A  lease  was  granted  bg 
her  of  this  house  to  J.  E,  in  trust  for  the 
husband,  for  thirty-one  years,  at  a  very  low 
rent,  payable  to  the  husband  and  wife,  and 
the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  and 

{Z)  1  You.  it  CoL  lOS. 
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assigm  of  the  vnfe^  and  J.  E,  did  not  enter 
into  any  covenants : — Held,  that  this  lease 
teas  invalid,  as  being  an  incumbrance  on  the 
property. 

Devise  of  a  freehold  estate  to  a  married 
woman,  in  fee,  followed  by  a  declaration 
**  that  she  should  not  sell,  mortgage ^  charge, 
ofT  incumber  the  estate,  and  that  she  should 
have,  receive,  and  take,  such  estate  for  her 
own  sole  and  separate  use,  benefit,  and  dis* 
posal,  and  have  the  management  thereof 
independent  of  her  husband,  and  the  same 
should  not  be  liable  to  his  debts,  controul,  or 
iniermeddling :" — Held,  that  the  estate  was 
effectually  settled  on  her,  in  fee,  for  her  sepa^ 
rate  use,  but  without  power  to  sell,  mortgage, 
ekaryc,  or  incumber  it,  during  the  coverture, 

William  Warren,  by  his  will,  dated  the 
1st  of  September  1828,  made  the  following 
devise : — "  I  give  and  devise  unto  my 
daughter,  Alice  Baggett,  the  wife  of  William 
Baggett,  the  younger,  tallow-chandler,  all 
that  my  freehold  estate,  situate  and  being 
on  the  west  side  of  Great  Windmill  Street, 
in  the  parish  of  St.  James,  Westminster, 
with  the  appurtenances,  consisting  of  the 
premises  cidled  the  Bull  Yard,  in  &e  occu- 
pation of  Mr.  R.  Newman,  and  three  houses 
in  Great  Windmill  Street,  aforesaid,  being 
No.  42,  in  the  occupation  of  J.  Brodie,  Esq. ; 
No.  43,  in  the  occupation  of  Mr.  Bashville, 
and  known  by  the  name  of  the  Bull  public- 
house;  and  No.  44,  in  the  occupation  of 
Mr.  Brandwick,  to  hold  the  same  unto  my 
said  daughter  Alice  Baggett  and  her  heirs 
for  ever." 

The  testator  then  devised  other  real  estate 
to  other  married  daughters  in  fee.  He  then 
gave  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  be 
divided  among  all  his  children,  sons  and 
daughters.  The  residuary  bequest  was  fol- 
lowed by  this  clause: — ''I  direct  that  the 
shares  of  my  daughters  shall  be  paid  into 
their  own  proper  hands,  for  their  own  sole 
and  separate  use  respectively ;  and  I  order 
and  direct  that  the  respective  receipts  of  my 
said  daughters,  signed  by  them  alone,  shall 
be  good  and  sufficient  discharges  to  my  said 
executors,  for  their  said  respective  shares." 
The  will  then  proceeded  as  follows : — "  And 
it  is  my  will,  and  I  hereby  declare  that 
neither  of  my  said  daughters  shall  sell, 
mortgage,  charge,  or  incumber  the  estate  or 
property  by  me  given,  devised,  and  be- 


queathed to  them,  and  that  my  said  daughters 
shall  have,  receive,  and  take  such  estate  and 
property,  each  of  them,  for  their  own  sole 
and  separate  use,  benefit  and  disposal,  and 
have  the  sole  management  thereof,  inde- 
pendent of  their  husbands  for  the  time 
being ;  and  that  the  same  or  any  part 
thereof,  or  the  rents,  dividends,  or  yearly 
proceeds  thereof,  or  any  part  thereof,  shaU 
not  be  subject  or  liable  to  the  debts,  con- 
troul, or  intermeddling  of  their  husbands, 
for  the  time  being ;  and  that  the  respective 
receipts  of  my  said  daughters  alone,  signed 
by  them  with  their  hands,  shall  from  time 
to  time  be  a  good  and  su£Scient  discharge 
for  the  said  rents  and  dividends,  interest,  or 
yearly  produce  and  monies,  hereby  given, 
devised,  and  bequeathed  to  them  respec- 
tively, to  the  parties  paying  the  same ;  and 
that  the  said  estates  and  property  shall  go 
to  such  child  or  children,  or  other  person  or 
persons,  in  such  shares  or  manner  as  they 
my  said  daughters  shall,  by  their  respective 
last  wills  and  testaments,  give,  order  or  ap- 
point the  same." 

The  testator  died  in  1 828. 

The  Bull  public-house,  part  of  the  pro- 
perty devised  to  Mrs.  Baggett  by  the  will 
of  her  &ther,  was  at  the  testator's  death 
under  lease,  at  the  rent  of  601,  a-year,  for 
a  term  ending  in  1847.  This  lease  was, 
in  1837,  assigned  to  Mr.  Baggett. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  11  th  of  June 
1840,  duly  acknowledged  by  Mrs.  Baggett, 
William  Baggett  and  Alice  his  wife  demised 
the  Bull  public-house  to  John  Evans,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns;  ne- 
vertheless, in  trust  for  William  Baggett,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for 
thirty-one  years,  at  the  rent  of  60/.,  payable 
to  William  Bag^tt  and  Alice  his  wife,  and 
the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  and 
assigns  of  the  wife.  No  covenants  were  in 
this  deed  entered  into  by  Evans. 

This  deed  was  deposited  by  William  Bag- 
gett with  Messrs.  Meux  &  Co.,  as  a  secu- 
rity for  600/.  advanced  by  them  to  him, 
and  a  memorandum  of  deposit,  dated  the 
16th  of  June  1840,  was  executed  by  Mr. 
Baggett. 

The  bill,  which  was  filed  by  Mrs.  Baggett 
against  her  husband,  Mr.  Evans,  the  trus- 
tee, and  Messrs.  Meux  &  Co.,  prayed  that, 
on  the  ground  of  the  plaintiff  having  been 
restrained  from  anticipation  by  the  will  of 
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the  testator,  the  lease  to  Mr.  Evans  might 
be  declared  to  be  void,  and  delivered  up  to 
be  cancelled. 

It  appeared  from  the  answers  of  the  de- 
fendants, Messrs.  Meux  &  Co.,  and  the 
evidence  in  the  cause,  that  Mr.  Baggett, 
shortly  before  June  1 840,  required  a  loan  of 
600^. ;  and  that  the  lease  was  prepared  and 
executed  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  secu- 
rity for  the  loan,  and  of  being  deposited 
with  Messrs.  Meux  &  Co.  It  appeared, 
also,  that  the  public-house  had  in  1841 
been  underlet  for  three  years,  at  the  rent  of 
9W.  The  title  to  the  public-house,  and 
the  terms  of  the  will  of  Mr.  Warren,  were 
admitted  to  be  known  to  the  defendants, 
Messrs.  Meux  &  Co.,  at  the  time  of  the 
deposit. 

Mr.  Stffansion  and  Mr,  Busk,  for  the 
plaintiff,  cited 

Bennet  v.  Davis,  2  P.  Wms.  316. 

Morgan  v.  Morgan,  5  Madd.  408. 

Jackson  V.  Hobhouse,  2  Mer.  483. 

Tullett  V.  Armstrong,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  893  ; 
s.c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  48. 

Moore  v.  Moore,  ante,  124. 
Mr,  Russell  and  Mr.  Freeling,  for  Messrs. 
Meux  &  Co. — A  clause  against  anticipa^ 
tion  certainly  attaches  to  a  gift  of  property 
for  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman  for 
her  life.  This  is,  however,  not  the  case 
here.  This  is  a  giffc  to  Mrs.  Baggett  in 
fee,  followed  by  a  restraint  on  anticipation, 
and  such  a  clause,  following  an  estate  in 
fee,  whether  given  to  a  married  woman  or 
a  person  sui  juris,  is  void.  The  clause  against 
anticipation  has  no  connexion  with  that 
giving  the  property  to  her  separate  use; 
for  in  that  clause  the  testator  has  said  the 
property  shall  be  at  her  "disposal."  But, 
even  if  the  clause  restraining  anticipation 
is  legal,  Mrs.  Baggett  has  the  power  of 
granting  leases,  and  the  lease  in  question 
is  no  violation  of  the  restraint  imposed  by 
the  testator. 

Bradley  v.  Peixoto,  3  Ves.  324. 

Barrymore  v.  Ellis,  8  Sim.  1. 

Brown  v.  Bamford,  11  Sim.  127 ;  s.  c. 
11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  385, 
were  cited. 

KmoHT  Bruce,  V.C. — How,  upon  the 
authorities,  including  Jackson  v.  Hohhouse, 
ox  upon  the  ordinary  principle  of  this  Court 
protecting  purchasers  for  valuable  consi- 


deration without  notice,   this  cause  'would 
have  stood,  if  Mr.  Warren's  will  had  been 
concealed,  or  actual  fraud  of  any  kind  had 
been  alleged  and  proved  against  the  plain- 
tiff, it  is  unnecessary  to  consider,  for  there 
is  no  such  issue.     I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
defendant  Evans  and  all  the  other  parties 
to  the  transaction  in  question,  which  took 
place  in  June  1840,  had  in  and  through- 
out those  transactions,  from  the  beginning, 
complete  notice  of  the  will,  and  complete 
notice  that  the  plaintiff's  title  was  under  it. 
The  main  question  argued  has  been,  and 
the  main  question  for  decision  is,  whether, 
according  to  the   true  construction  of  this 
will,  the  lease  of  the  11th  of  June  1840  is 
sustainable   as    against    her.     It    appean 
from  the  will,  that  the  testator's  daughters, 
including  the  plaintiff,  were  under  coverture 
at  the  time  when  it  was  made,   and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  then  the  wife  of  her  present 
husband.     The  defendants,  Messrs.  Meux 
&  Co.,  by  their  counsel,  have  argued,  that 
had  the  direction   in   the  will  ended  with 
the  words  *'  and  I  hereby  declare  that  nei- 
ther of  my  said  daughters  shall  sell,  mort- 
gage, charge,  or  incumber  the  estates  or 
property  by  me  given,  devised,  or  bequeathed 
to  them,"  the  prohibition  would  have  been, 
as  to  the  property  in  question  in  this  suit, 
void.     That  is  so :  the  plaintiff  would  not 
then  have  had  it  to  her  separate  use.     But 
they  have  also  contended,  that  the  prohibi- 
tion is  unavailing,  even  as  the  will  stands, 
on   the  gromid  that  the  words  have   no 
substantial  connexion  with  the  provision 
following   them,  by  which  the  daughters' 
interests  are  made  or  declared  to  be  inde- 
pendent of  their  husbands ;  and  they  have 
also  argued  that  such  a  clause  against  alien- 
ation is,   as  to  the   plaintiff,  inconsistent 
with  the  absolute  gift  made  by  the  will  of 
the  property  in  question  to  her,  and  not 
more  effectual  in  her  case  than  it  would  be 
had  the  devisee  been  a  man  or  never  mar- 
ried.    To  these  arguments  I  find  myself 
unable  to  accede.     The  prohibition  against 
"selling,    mortgaging,    chaiging,    or    in^ 
cumbering"  is  immediately  followed  by  a 
provision,   forming    in  truth   part  of  the 
same  sentence  or  clause  with  the  prohibi- 
tion,  and   declaring   "that   the  daughters 
shall  have,  receive,  and  take  such  estates 
and  property,  each  of  them,  for  their  own 
sole,  separate  and  respective  use,  benefiti 
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and  disposal ;  and  have  the  sole  manage- 
ment thereof,  independent  of  their  husbands 
for  the  time  being."     I  do  not  perceive  any 
sufficient  reason  for  not  construing  these 
two  unseparated  parts  of  the  same  sentence 
or  clause  in  association  or  connexion  toge- 
ther, or  for  attributing  any  degree  of  im- 
portance to  the  order  of  precedence  between 
them.     The  question  is,  what  is  the  inten- 
tion to  be  reasonably  collected  tom  the 
whole  ?     The  testator  says,  "  I  hereby  de- 
clare that  neither  of  my  said  daughters  shall 
sell,    mortgage,   charge,   or  incumber  the 
estates  or  property  by  me  given,  devised, 
and  bequeathed.     The  gift  of  the  estate  in 
question  to  the  plaintiff,  one  of  those  daugh- 
ters, is  composed,  not  more  of  the  mere 
devise  of  it  to  her  in  fee  which  precedes, 
than  of  the  provision  that  she  shall  have  it 
for  her  separate  use,  independent  of  her 
husband,   which  immediately  follows  that 
prohibitory  declaration.     Neither  the  ex- 
tension of  that  declaration,  if  it  does  extend, 
both  to  her  share  of  the  residue  given  to 
her  separate  use  by  an  earlier  part  of  the 
will,  and  to  the  estate  now  in  dispute,  nor 
its  efficacy  or  inefficacy  as  to  her  share  of 
the  residue  directed  to  be  paid  into  her 
hands,  is,  in  my  opinion,  material  to  the 
question  before  me ;  it  being  plain,  in  my 
judgment,  on  the  whole  will,  that  the  pro- 
hibition was  meant  to  apply,  and  ought  to 
be  read  as  applying  to  her  separate  interest 
in  the  real  estate  devised  to  her  as  real 
estate.     But  it  is,  as  I  have  said,  contended 
against  her,  that  the  prohibition  is  void  or 
ineffectual,  as  to  this  property,  pn  the  ground 
of  her  absolute  interest  in  it, — a  distinction 
being  argued  to  exist  between  such  a  case, 
and  the  case  of  a  mere  life  annuity  or  life 
interest.  It  must,  however,  be  remembered 
that  in    the  language,   whether  of  Lord 
Eldon,  or  of  Lord  Thurlow  used  by  him 
in  Jackson  v.  Hobhowe,  **  A  feme  eoverte^ 
having  power  to  alien,  is  a  mere  creature  of 
equity,  to  the  extent  to  which  the  settle- 
ment constitutes  her  a/»ne  sole^  and  no  fur- 
ther;" and  that  Lord  Cottenham,  in  TuUett 
V.  Armstrong,  says — [His  Honour  here  read 
part  of  Lord  Cottenham's  judgment,  from 
"  when  once  it  was  established"  to  "  bear 
equally  upon  the  other,"  9  Law  J,  Rep, 
(n.s.)  Chanc.  42  &  43 ;  4  Myl  ^  Cr.  393, 
394.3     ^^^9  ^°  ^^^  same  case.  Lord  Cot- 
tenham  says — [His  Honour  here  read  a 


subsequent  part,  beginning  with  "  when  this 
Court  first  established  the  separate  estate," 
&c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Chanc.  47  &  48  ; 
and  4  MyL  ^  Cr.  405.] 

Now,  it  being  clear,  and  admitted  on  all 
hands,  that,  with  respect  to  a  life  interest 
given  to  a  married  woman  for  her  separate 
use,  she  may  be  effectually  restrained  from 
doing,  during  her  coverture,  any  act  of 
alienation,  total  or  partial,  without  any  clause 
of  forfeiture,  and  without  any  limitation  over, 
taking  effect  on  such  an  act ;  it  being  clear, 
as  I  apprehend,  that  a  clause  prohibiting 
alienation  or  anticipation  by  a  married  woman 
of  her  separate  estate,  where  there  is  no  such 
provision  of  forfeiture  or  limitation  over, 
(however  the  prohibition  may  be  expressed, 
whether  in  terms  confining  it  to  a  period  of 
coverture,  or  in  terms  general  and  undefined, 
or  in  terms  distinctly  expressing  a  period 
beyond,  as  well  as  during  coverture)  has  by 
law  validity  allowed  to  it  as  to  a  life  interest 
at  least ;  but  that  its  validity  is  by  the  same 
law,  not  permitted  to  extend  to  a  period  be- 
yond coverture — that  is,  the  law  preventing 
the  restriction  from  operation  or  effect  as  to 
any  act  done  when  coverture  does  not  exist : 
I  am  at  a  loss  to  discover  any  sufficient 
reason,  why  that  which  holds  good  as  to  a 
life  interest  should  not  hold  equally  good  as 
to  an  absolute  estate.  Why  should  there  be 
any  difference  ?  That,  during  the  existence 
of  a  life  estate  in  land,  the  reversion  or  re- 
mainder expectant  on  it  should  be  so  limited 
as  to  be  for  the  whole  period  in  contingency, 
is  neither  illegal  nor  unusual.  Considering 
what  the  rules  are,  which  all  the  counsel  join, 
and  in  my  opinion  correctly  join,  in  admitting 
as  established  with  regard  to  the  rights  and 
powers  of  married  women  with  reference  to 
their  property,  there  is  not  anything  more 
anomcdous  or  more  at  variance  with  general 
principles  than  these  rules.  Not  entirely 
consistent  with  these  principles  is  it  to  hold, 
as  I  do  hold,  that  real  estate  may  be  well 
devised  to  a  married  woman  in  fee  simple, 
for  her  separate  use,  but  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  disable  her  during  her  coverture  from 
selling,  mortgaging,  charging,  or  incumbering 
her  interest  in  it  by  any  act  inter  vivos,  or, 
at  least,  from  making  any  sale,  mortgage,  or 
incumbrance  to  take  effect  against  it  during 
her  life,  or  during  her  coverture.  That,  in 
my  opinion,  is  the  case  here.  The  clause 
enabling  the  plaintiff  expressly  to  make  a 
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will,  which,  hy  the  way,  is  not  without  ope- 
ration, for  it  may  enable  her  to  affect  the 
legal  estate,  docs  not  I  conceive  make  any 
difference  for  the  present  purpose.  Subject 
or  not  subject  to  the  lease  in  question  the 
property  is  devisable  by  her,  and,  if  she 
shall  become  a  widow,  it  will  then  become 
absolutely  at  her  disposal  by  any  act  inter 
vivoSf  or  by  devise.  I  think  that  it  has  not 
hitherto  been  at  her  disposal  by  any  act 
inter  vivos. 

I  am  reminded  by  the  word  **  disposal," 
of  an  argument  at  the  bar,  which  was  founded 
on  this  expression  in  Mr.  Warren's  will.  It 
was  more  than  once  mentioned,  but  it  was 
not  used  by  him  in  the  sense  in  which  I  have 
used  it.  I  think  he  used  it,  and  correctly, 
in  the  sense  of  regulating,  ordering,  conduct- 
ing, and  government ;  meaning  by  it  little, 
if  anything,  more  than  he  afterwards  de- 
scribed by  the  word  **  management."  It 
would,  as  I  conceive,  be  erroneous  and  un- 
reasonable to  construe  it  in  a  manner  con- 
tradictory to  the  prohibition  of  any  sale, 
mortgage,  charge,  or  incumbrance,  contained 
in  the  same  sentence  or  clause.  Is  then  the 
title  alleged  against  the  plaintiff  by  Messrs. 
Meux  &  Co.,  claiming  through  her  husband, 
under  the  deed  of  the  11th  of  June  1840,  a 
title  founded  on  a  sale,  mortgage,  charge,  or 
incumbrance  by  her?  Was  the  deed  an 
act  of  that  nature  on  her  part?  I  think 
that  these  questions  or  this  question  must 
be  answered  in  the  affirmative.  Substan- 
tially, the  sole  view,  the  single  object  of  the 
transaction  was  to  create  a  security  to  Messrs. 
Meux  &  Co.  for  money  lent,  or  to  be  lent, 
by  them.  The  dates  of  the  several  instru- 
ments of  June  1840,  the  pleadings,  and  the 
evidence  plainly  shew  it.  —  [His  Honour 
then  read  some  parts  of  the  answers  and 
evidence  as  to  this  point,  and  commented  on 
the  form  of  the  lease,  and  the  amount  of  the 
rent  reserved  by  it.]— Must  not  such  a  lease 
as  this,  under  the  circumstances  belonging 
to  it,  whether  those  circumstances  are  con- 
sidered as  including  or  not  including  the  act 
or  intention  of  making  it  a  security  to  Meux 
&  Co.,  be  considered,  according  to  a  just  and 
rational  interpretation  of  the  testator's  words 
applied  to  such  a  subject,  if  not  a  sale  or 
charge,  at  least  as  an  incumbrance  ?  Upon 
reflection,  I  do  not  doubt  it;  and  I  must 
declare  the  deed  void  in  equity  against  the 
plaintiff,  and  direct  it  to  be  delivered  up. 


and  the  term  demised  by  it  to  be  assigned  to 
the  trustee  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the 
fireehold  and  inheritance. 


WiGRAM 

March  12 


,  V.C.  \ 
2, 22.  / 


BEOWKS  V.  AMYOT* 


Appartionmeni  of  Rent — Statute  4^5 
Will.  4.  e.  22. — Cimtructi<m— Tenant  in 
Fee. 

The  statute  4^5  WiU.  4.  e.  22.  as  to 
apportionment  of  rents^  ^c^  applies  only  to 
those  cases  where  the  death  of  the  person 
interested  in  any  such  rents,  or  the  death  of 
the  person  for  whose  life  the  estate  is  held, 
causes  a  determination  of  the  interest  of  such 
person ;  but  it  does  not  provide  for  an  ap^ 
portionment  between  the  real  and  personal 
representative  of  a  tenant  in  fee,  his  interest 
not  determining  at  his  death. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  two  of  the  next-of- 
kin  of  Edward  Colman,  against  the  admi- 
nistratrix, who  was  also  heiress-at-law ;  and 
it  stated,  that  J.  Colman,  being  seised  in  fee 
simple,  and  entitled,  according  to  the  cnstom 
of  the  manor,  to  an  estate  of  inheritance  in 
a  certain  freehold  and  copyhold  fiirm  at  B, 
by  her  will,  dated  in  February  1880,  devised 
the  same  to  the  said  Edwa^  Colman  and 
his  heirs,  if  and  when  he  should  attain  the 
age  of  twenty- one  years,  with  power  to 
Amyot  and  Taylor,  her  executors  and  trus- 
tees, daring  the  minority  of  Edward  Colman, 
to  lease  the  said  hereditaments  for  any  term 
not  exceeding  eight  years  in  possession. 
That  J.  Colman  died  in   October  1834, 
leaving  Edward  Colman,  a  minor,  her  sur- 
viving ;    that  by  indenture  of  the  6th  of 
December   1834,   Amyot  and  Taylor,  in 
pursuance  of  the  power,  leased  die   said 
farm  to  J.  Eaton,  his  executors  and  admi- 
nistrators, for  the  term  of  eight  years,  at  the 
yearly  rent  of  117^.  12^.,  payable  half- 
yearly  ;  that  Edward  Colman  attained  his 
full  age  in  November  1838,  and  was  thence- 
forth, up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  seised  or 
otherwise  well  entitled    to    certain  other 
freehold  lands   (therein   described)  in  fee 
simple,  which  said  lands  were  all  out  upon 
leases  granted  by  the  said  Edward  Colman, 
for  the  term  of  eight,  twelve,  and  fourteen 
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yetr»  xeipfBCtivelyv  wkich  wecf  vaatixpmd  at 
the  death  of  the  said  Edwaid  Colman ;  that 
Edward  Colman  died  in  April  1342,  intea* 
tate,  and  without  having  been  married,  leav- 
ing the  defendant,  Jane  Amyot,  his  heiress- 
at-law,  and  Jane  A»yofr  and  the  plaintififs 
his  next-of-kin;  that  Jane  Amyot  had 
obtained  letters  of  administxation  of  the 
persoiHal  estate  of  the  intestate,  and  had 
possessed  herself  of  all  the  personal  estate, 
frov,  And  of  the  i«iiU  of  the  Mid  Idnds  that 
had  aeenkd  lio^  at  fiie  decease  of  the  in- 
testate, and  that  out  of  such  personal  estate 
as  afoTeaaid  she  had  paid  the  fonexal  and  tes- 
tamentary expenses  and  debts,  and  had  duly 
distribute  tbe  residue  of  such  person^ 
Mtate  am<Hig8t  the  persons  entitled  thereto ; 
that  the  defendant,  Jane  Amyot,  had  aLso 
posseased  herself  of  the  rents  of  the  said 
ranns  which  accrued  due  on  the  6th  of 
April  1842,  being  the  first  period  of  pay- 
ment thereof  since  the  death  of  the  intestate ; 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  a  dis- 
tributive share  of  the  proportionate  part  of 
such  last-named  rents,  acccwding  to  the  time 
which  had  elapsed  since  the  11&,  of  October 
1841,  to  the  day  of  the  death  of  the  in- 
testate; that  the  defendant,  Jane  Amyot, 
lefused  to  comply  with  their  request  to  pay 
oyer  to  them  such  distributiye  shares,  and 
that  she  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  whole 
of  the  said  rents,  as  heiress-at-law  of  the 
intestate.  The  bill  then  prayed  an  account; 
of  such  last-named  rents,  and  that  the  plain-*' 
tiffii  might  be  paid  their  distributiye  shares 
of  such  proportion  as  aforesaid* 

The  defendants  demurred,  for  want  of 
equity. 

Mr.  RoU  and  Mr.  G.  Whitbread,  for  the 
demurrer. — There  are  three  cases,  with 
respect  to  which  the  doctrine  of  apportion- 
ment of  rent  may  be  conndered.  First, 
where  the  question  is  between  the  real  an^ 
personal  representative  of  a  tenant  in  fee, 
whose  estates  are  out  on  lease  at  the  time  of 
his  death^  and  where  the  death  neither  ter« 
minates  the  interest  of  the  lessor  nor  the 
lessee.  Secondly,  where  the  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life  entitled  to  receive  the  renta 
determinea  his  interest,  but  the  interest  of 
the  lessee  continues  after  the  determination 
of  the  life  estate.  Thirdly,  where  the  inter- 
est of  the  party  entitled  to  rents,  and  also 
of  the  lessee,  determine  by  the  same  event, 
ex,  gr.^  a  tenant  for  life,  granting  a  lease  for 
New  SsRiESt  XIII — Chanc. 


a  term  of  years,  if  he  shall  so  long  Uve.  In 
the  last  case,  the  lessee  altogether  escaped 
payment  of  rent  for  the  intervening  period, 
until  the  11  Geo.  2.  c.  19.  s.  15.  was  passed 
to  remedy  that  mischief;  in  the  second 
case,  such  rent  belonged  to  the  reversioner, 
till  the  4  &  5  Will.  4.  c.  22 ;  and  in  the 
first  case,  the  heir-at-law  took  the  rent  as 
incident  to  his  reversion ;  and  this  is  not  at 
all  affected  by  either  of  the  above  statutes. 
The  statute  4  &  5  Will.  4.  c.  22.  was  partly 
declaratory  and  partly  enactive,  and  the 
preamble  sets  foith  certain  doubts  which 
are  to  be  removed,  and  certain  evils  which 
are  to  be  remedied. 

RyaU  V.  Rowks^  1  Ves.  sen.  364. 

Ash  V.  Abdy,  8  Swanst.  664. 

Salkeld  v.  Johnston^  1  Hare,  207 ;  s.  c. 
11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  201. 
In  the  present  case  there  never  was  any 
doubt  as  to  the  law ;  neither  are  there  any 
of  the  inconveniences  recited  by  the  statute ; 
it  is  merely  the  law  of  inheritance,  whether 
the  heir  or  executor  shall  have  these  renta^ 
In  the  second  and  third  classes  of  cases 
there  were  doubts  and  inconveniences ;  and 
to  these  alone  the  above  statutes  were  meant 
to  apply.  The  "  tenant  in  fee  simple"  refers 
to  the  person  who  makes  the  lease ;  but  when 
the  act  points  to  the  event  upon  which  the 
apportionment  is  to  take  plaoe,  it  uses  the 
words,  ^'  upon  the  death  of  the  party  inter- 
ested in  the  rents,"  which  words  do  not 
properly  apply  to  the  estate  of  a  tenant  in 
fee,  whose  interest  does  not  determine  by 
his  death;  the  *' determination  by  other 
means*'  applies  to  all  that  class  of  persons 
having  partial  interests,  where  the  interest 
in  some  way  determines.  If  it  were  not  so, 
the  act  must  be  held  to  apply  to  apportion- 
ment of  dividends  in  the  case  of  a  specific 
legatee  of  stock,  which  was  certainly  not 
contemplated  by  the  legislature-— 0/c2er«Aaur 

V.  »)tt(l). 

Mr.  Rdndlly  and  Mr.  BaiUf,  in  support 
of  the  bill.— To  sustain  the  argument  on 
the  other  side,  the  words  '^tenant  in  fee** 
must  be  struck  out  of  the  act.  The  act 
also  directs  that  all  rents,  &c,  shall  be 
apportioned.  The  claim  of  the  plaintiffs, 
therefore,  rests  upon  the  express  words  of 
the  act.     If  the  defendants'  construction 

(1)  iaAd.&EL690;  s.e.  10 Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Q.B.  221. 
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were  right,  then  a  devisee  for  life,  under  the 
will  of  a  tenant  in  fee,  would  take  the  whole 
rent  that  was  due  on  the  first  day  of  pay- 
ment after  the  death  of  his  testator,  and 
also  a  proportional  part,  up  to  the  day  of 
his  own  death, — an  anomaly  which  will  im- 
pute a  most  capricious  intention  to  the 
legislature,  and  which  is  not  warranted  by 
the  words  of  the  statute — In  re  Markby{2), 
Mr.  RoU  replied. 

March  22.  — Wigram,  V.  C.  —  The 
question  in  this  case  arises  between  the 
heir  and  personal  representative  of  a  tenant 
in  fee  simple,  whether,  under  the  4  &  5 
Will.  4.  c.  22.  the  rents  payable  by  the 
husbandry  tenants  are  apportionable  be- 
tween the  heir  and  the  personal  representa- 
tive. The  cases  shewing  the  state  of  the 
law  before  that  statute  are  collected  in  Mr. 
S  wanston's  able  note  to  the  case  of  Ex  parte 
Smyth{3).  The  statute  4  &  5  Will.  4.  c.  22. 
recites  the  act  11  Geo.  2.  c.  19.  s.  15, 
under  which  the  executors  or  administrators 
of  a  tenant  for  life  happening  to  die  before 
or  on  the  day  upon  which  any  rent  was  re- 
served or  made  payable  upon  a  demise  or 
lease  which  determined  upon  the  death  of 
such  tenant  for  life,  might  recover  the  whole 
or  a  proportional  part  of  such  rent.  It  then 
recites  a  doubt  whether  the  provisions  of 
that  act  apply  to  every  case  in  which  the 
interests  of  tenants  determine  by  the  death 
of  the  person  by  whom  such  interests  have 
been  created,  and  on  the  death  of  any  life 
or  lives  for  which  such  person  was  entitled 
to  the  lands  demised ;  and  that  it  is  desir- 
able that  such  doubts  should  be  removed 
by  a  declaratory  law;  and  the  act,  after 
intennediate  recitals,  by  the  first  section 
declares  in  effect  that  all  rents  reserved  and 
made  payable  on  leases  determining  on  the 
death  of  the  person  making  them,  or  on  the 
death  of  the  life  or  lives  for  which  such 
person  was  entitled  to  the  lands  demised, 
shall  be  within  the  provisions  of  the  act 
11  Geo.  2.  c.  19.  The  enacting  part  of  the 
first  section  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4.  c.  22.  applies 
only  to  cajies  in  which  the  interest  of  the 
tenant  determines.  In  the  preamble,  how- 
ever, of  the  first  section,  other  cases  are 
mentioned,  to  which  it  is  proposed  that  the 


(2)  4  Myl.  &  Or.  4S4. 

(3)  1  Swanst.  337. 


law  of  apportionment  should  be  made  appli- 
cable ;  and  the  second  section  exclusively 
applies  to  those  cases ;  and  the  question  is, 
whether  the  present  case  falls  within  the 
second  section.  The  preamble  is  as  fol- 
lows :  *'  And  whereas  by  law,  rents,  annui- 
ties and  other  payments  due  at  fixed  or 
stated  periods,  are  not  apportionable,  unless 
express  provision  be  made  for  that  purpose, 
from  which  it  often  happens  diat  persons 
and  their  representatives,  whose  income  is 
wholly  or  principally  derived  from  these 
sources,  by  the  detennination  thereof  before 
the  period  of  payment  arrives,  are  deprived 
of  means  to  satisfy  just  demands ;  and  other 
evils  arise  from  such  rents,  annuities,  and 
other  payments  not  being  apportionable, 
which  evils  require  remedy.'*  From  this 
preamble  it  is  manifest  that  one  class  of 
cases,  with  which  the  legislature  proposed 
to  deal,  were  those  in  which  persons  having 
life  estates  only,  in  rents,  annuities,  and 
other  payments  due  at  fixed  or  stated 
periods^  lost  the  whole  of  a  periodical  pay- 
ment by  dying  before  the  entire  payment 
became  due ;  but  the  preamble  goes  further, 
and  says,  that  other  evils  arise  horn  the 
want  of  apportionment,  leaving  it  doubtful 
whether  such  other  evils  apply  to  the  same 
or  cases  of  a  different  class.  The  result, 
therefore,  is,  that  the  preamble  is  genial, 
and  that  the  enacting  clause  of  the  second 
section  must  determine  the  law  of  the  pre- 
sent case.  It  was,  I  think,  admitted  in 
argument,  but,  if  not,  I  am  prepared  to 
express  my  opinion,  that  no  Intimate  ar- 
gument in  favour  of  the  claim  of  the  exe- 
cutor or  personal  representative  can  be 
drawn  from  the  cireumstance,  that,  in  the 
second  section,  a  tenant  in  fee  simple  is 
spoken  of,  as  the  party  supposed  to  grant 
the  lease  upon  which  tlie  rent  to  be  appor- 
tioned is  reserved.  The  origin  of  the  lease 
is,  obviously,  not  one  of  the  elements  upon 
which  the  question  of  apportionment  is  to 
be  taken  to  depend.  It  is  equally  clear  that 
the  act  contemplates,  among  other  cases, 
the  case  of  a  tenant  in  fee  simple,,  who, 
after  having  granted  a  lease,  does  by  settle- 
ment, will,  or  otherwise,  afterwards  give  a 
life  estate  to  a  party,  in  whose  fiivour  the 
apportionment  is  to  take  place.  I  do  not 
say  the  act  contemplates  that  case  alone, 
but  that  it  tacitly  supposes  such  a  dealing 
with  the  estate ;  and  it  provides  an  apppr- 
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tionment  in  such  a  case.  The  question  is^ 
whether  the  act  applies  to  any  cases  except 
those  in  which  ihe  interest  of  the  party 
eadtled  to  the  rents,  &c.  determines  hy 
death,  or  some  other  means.  This  will 
turn  upon  the  criticism  of  that  part  of  the 
second  -section  which  enacts,  that  from  the 
passing  of  the  act,  "  all  rents  service  re- 
served on  any  lease  hy  a  tenant  in  fee,  or 
for  any  life  interest,  or  by  any  lease  granted 
under  any  power  (and  which  leases  shall 
have  been  granted  after  the  passing  of  this 
act),  and  all  rents  charge,  and  other  rents, 
annuities,  pensions,  dividends,  moduses, 
compositions,  and  all  other  payments  of 
every  description  in  the  United  Kingdom, 
made  payable  or  coming  due  at  fixed  periods, 
under  any  instrument  that  shall  be  executed 
after  the  passing  of  this  act,  or  (being  a  will 
or  testamentary  instrument,)  that  shall  come 
into  operation  after  the  passing  of  this  act, 
shall  be  apportioned  so  and  in  such  manner 
that,  on  the  death  of  any  person  interested 
many'such  rents,  annidties,  &c.,  or  other 
payments,  as  aforesaid,  or  in  the  estate, 
fund,  office,  or  benefice  firom  or  in  respect  of 
which  the  same  shall  be  issuing  or  derived, 
or  on  the  determination  by  any  other  means 
whatsoever  of  the  interest  of  any  such  per- 
son, he  or  she,  and  his  or  her  executors, 
admimstrators  or  assigns  shall  be  entitled 
to  a  proportion  of  such  rents,  &c.  and  other 
pavments."  The  sole  question  then  is, 
whether  the  death  of  the  person  interested 
in  the  rent,  &c.  must  not  be  understood  as 
a  death  occasioning  the  determination  of  the 
mterest ;  and  I  think  that  is  the  plain  gram- 
matical construction.  In  a  subsequent  part 
of  the  section,  indeed,  these  words  occur, 
^Uhat  the  executor  shall  be  entitled  to  a 
proportion  of  such  rents,  &c.  according  to 
the  time  which  shall  have  elapsed  from  the 
commencement  or  last  period  of  payment 
thereof,  respectively,  as  the  case  may  be, 
including  the  day  of  the  death  of  such  per- 
son, or  of  the  determination  of  his  or  her 
interest."  Here  the  word  "  other"  does  not 
occur ;  but  I  think  the  words  there,  having 
a  dear  reference  to  the  words  which  pre- 
ceded, must  take  their  meaning  from  them. 
It  is  quite  obvious,  as  pointed  out  by  the 
counsel  who  contended  for  the  apportion- 
ment, that  a  great  number  of  anomalies 
would  be  produced  by  this  construction  of 


the  act ;  for  instance,  a  devisee  for  life  would 
take  the  entire  periodical  rent  due  at  the 
first  day  of  payment  after  the  commence- 
ment of  his  estate,  and  the  proportional 
share  up  to  the  date  of  the  determination  of 
his  own  interest ;  he  would,  in  fact,  get  the 
benefit  at  both  ends  of  his  estate.  The  act, 
whatever  may  have  been  intended,  has  not 
provided  for  such  a  case ;  but  such  an 
anomaly  is  an  argument  of  no  great  weight 
upon  the  construction  of  the  act.  I  must 
hold,  therefore,  that  '*the  death  or  other 
determination"  means  a  death  occasioning 
the  determination  of  the  interest. 


V 
Jan 


.C.      \ 
.  15.   J 


LORD  BERESFORD  V,  THE  ARCH- 
BISHOP OF  ARMAGH. 


Baron  and  Feme —  Wife's  separate  Estate 
— Presumption  of  Gift  to  Husband. 

The  property  of  a  lady  was  settled,  upon 
her  marriage,  (o  her  separate  use.  She 
allowed  her  husband  to  receive  the  rents 
during  his  life  without  objection  or  interfere 
ence.  The  rents  were  paid  into  a  separate 
bank,  distinct  from  the  husband*  s  uswil  bank^ 
and  were  applied  by  him,  partly  in  paying 
incumbrances  on  the  property,  but  the  greater 
portion  was  accumulated: — Held,  that  the 
wife  having  permitted  her  husband  to  exercise 
entire  controul  over  the  rents,  an  agreement 
by  her  must  be  presumed,  that  the  fund 
should  be  at  his  absolute  disposal,  and  the 
accumulations  at  his  death  would  form  part 
of  his  personal  estate. 

By  the  will  of  Lord  Delaval,  the  Mar- 
chioness of  Waterford  became  entitled,  upon 
the  death  of  Lady  Delaval,  to  an  estate, 
called  the  Ford  Castle  estate.  By  the  set- 
tlement made  upon  the  marriage  of  the 
Marquis  and  Marchioness  of  Waterford, 
this  estate  was  vested  in  trustees,  upon  the 
trusts  of  the  settlement,  and  the  rents  were 
to  be  paid  to  the  Marchioness  for  her  separate 
use.  Lady  Delaval  died  in  1822,  when 
the  Marchioness  of  Waterford  became  en- 
titled to  the  rents  of  the  estate.  L<»d 
Waterford  died  in  1826,  and  previous  to 
his  death,  part  of  the  rents  of  the  Ford 
Castle  estate  had  been  paid  by  Mr.  Carr, 
the  receiver,  at  the  direction  of  the  Marquis 
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of  Waterford,  into  the  bank  of  Messrs. 
Hoare  and  Co.,  and  part  had  been  applied 
in  pa3dng  off  Incumbrances  upon  the  estate. 
Mr.  Carr  had  been  receiver  before  the  death 
of  Lady  Delaval,  and  had  been  continued 
by  the  Marquis  of  Waterford.  The  bankers, 
Messrs.  Hoare,  were  not  the  ordinary  bank- 
ers of  the  Marquis  of  Waterford,  but  had, 
previous  to  the  death  of  Lady  Delaval, 
received  the  rents  of  the  Ford  Castle  estate. 
The  Marquis  of  Waterford  continued  the 
Messrs.  Hoare  as  his  bankers  for  this 
estate,  but  for  no  other  part  of  his  property. 
The  sums  arising  from  the  estate  which 
were  received  previous  to  the  death  of  the 
Marquis  of  Waterford  amounted  in  the 
whole  to  80,8522.,  and  the  balance  remain- 
ing at  his  death  in  the  bankers'  hands  was 
1 1,4532.  The  rest  had  been  applied  chiefly 
in  payment  of  incumbrances  upon  the  estate, 
and  in  paying  off  certain  debts  of  the  Mar- 
chioness of  Waterford's  father.  The  sum 
of  3,0512.  had  been  expended  in  furniture, 
at  Ford  Castle,  and  a  few  small  sums  only 
had  been  applied  by  the  Marquis  of  Water- 
ford for  his  own  use.  The  Marquis,  during 
his  life,  had  expressed  an  intention  of  accu- 
mulating the  rents  of  the  Ford  Castle  estate 
for  the  benefit  of  his  younger  children. 

The  Marchioness  of  Waterford  was  ap- 
pointed executrix  under  the  will  of  the  Mar- 
quis, whom  she  survived  only  ten  months, 
having  alone  proved  the  will.  The  Mar- 
chioness allowed  the  money  to  remain  in  the 
hands  of  the  Messrs.  Hoare,  and  only  used  a 
part  of  it  in  paying  the  debts  of  the  Marquis, 
and  in  discharging  certain  incumbrances  still 
due  upon  the  Ford  Castle  estate.  This  suit 
was  instituted  for  the  administration  of  the 
estate  of  the  Marquis,  and  a  decree  was 
made  in  1829,  referring  it  to  the  Master  to 
$tate  amongst  other  things  what  was  the 
amount  of  rents  received  from  the  Ford 
Castle  estate,  and  by  whom  the  said  rents 
were  received,  and  what  charges  were  pay- 
able thereout ;  and  the  Master  was  directed 
to  inquire  and  state  whether  there  was  any 
and  what  agreement  or  consent,  by  the 
Marchioness  of  Waterford,  as  to  the  receipt, 
payment  or  application  of  the  rents  a^ 
profits  of  the  said  estate.  The  Master 
reported,  that  there  was  no  evidence  before 
him  of  any  agreement  or  consent  having 
been  entered  into  by  Lady  Waterford  as  to 


the  receipt,  payment,  or  application  el  the 
said  rents.  But,  as  it  appeared  from  the 
evidence  before  him,  that  the  testator  had 
been  permitted  to  deal  with  the  cash  stand- 
ing to  his  account  in  Messrs.  Hoare's  bank, 
as  if  the  same  belonged  to  him,  without  any 
interference  by  her,  and  as  it  appeared  that 
after  the  deaUi  of  the  Marquu,  the  Mar- 
chioness, acting  as  executrix,  treated  the 
balance  at  the  bankers'  as  part  of  the 
general  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  he 
conceived  it  but  reasonable  to  presume,  par- 
ticularly as  there  had  been  no  satii&ctory 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  Lady  Water- 
ford had  privately  agreed  with,  and  given 
her  consent  to  die  said  testalOT,  that  the 
money  which  should  arise  from  the  rent  of 
the  Ford  Castle  estate  should  be  applied  by 
the  said  testator  as  if  the  same  were  hu 
own  proper  monies ;  and  the  Master,  there- 
fore, found  that  there  was  an  agreement  or 
consent,  by  Lady  Waterford,  that  the  said 
testator  should  be  allowed  to  apply  the 
said  rents  for  his  own  use  and  heoeGX.  To 
this  report,  exceptions  were  taken  by  Lady 
Ingestrie,  the  representative  of  the  Mar- 
chioness, that  the  Master  ought  not  to  have 
inferred  that  the  Marchioness  ever  made 
such  agreement,  or  gave  such  consent,  but 
that  the  surplus  of  the  rents  ought  to  be 
considered  as  part  of  the  estate  of  Lady 
Waterford. 

The  SoUeUwr  General^  Mr.  Lowndes^  and 
Mr.  Eknslejff  in  support  of  the  exceptionf, 
contended,  that  there  was  no  evidence  to 
prove  that  the  surplus  rents  of  the  Ford 
Castle  estate  were  ever  under  the  dominion  of 
the  husband.  The  mere  fiict  of  the  husband 
having  received  the  money,  did  not  shew 
that  he  had  absolute  dominkm  over  it  If 
the  wife  had  allowed  her  husband  to  receive 
the  money  for  his  own  use,  it  would  be  quite 
different  from  receiving  it  for  her.  It  was 
clear,  that  the  expenses  of  the  joint  esta- 
blishment were  not  paid  out  of  this  fixnd: 
the  real  question  was,  under  what  circum- 
stances was  it  allowed  to  be  received  by  the 
husband  ?  He  had  always  kept  it  sepante 
from  his  own  property ;  it  had  been  receiTed 
by  a  banker,  who  was  not  his  usual  banker, 
but  only  employed  for  the  purpose  of  this 
particular  estate.  To  deprive  the  wi£e  of 
her  right  to  this  as  separate  property,  it 
would  be  neoessary  to  shew  a  distinct  gift 
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by  her  to  her  husbaad,  otherwise  the  hxis* 
band  could  only  be  oonsidered  as  a  trostee 
for  his  wife ;  here  there  was  no  proof  of  such 
gilt  It  appeared  that  the  agent,  who  had 
received  the  rents  previously  to  the  death 
of  Lady  Delaval  was  continued  as  such 
receiver,  and  the  money  was  applied  almost 
entirely  in  keeping  down  the  incumbrances 
upon  the  estate.     Cases  cited : — 

Pawkt  V.  Delaval,  2  Ves.  sen.  663. 

SnUih  y.  Lord  Camelford^  2  Yes.  jun. 
716. 

Powell  V.  Hankey,  2  P.  Wms.  82. 

The  AUomey  General  v.  PanUher,  3 
Bro.  CO.  441,  and  4  Ibid.  409. 

Lord  LHghy  ▼.  Hoiwwd,  4  Sim.  588 ;  s.  c* 
1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  8. 

Mr.  Stvart  and  Mr,  Bruee,  in  support  of 
the  Master's  report,  said,  there  could  be  no 
doubt  that  this  property  was  part  of  the 
hosband's  personal  estate.  The  husband 
was  allowed  during  hu  life  to  receive  these 
rents,  and  to  apply  them  as  he  thought  fit ; 
no  claim  was  ever  made  by  the  Marchioness 
during  his  life,  and  the  law  therefore  was,  that 
a  gift  must  be  presumed  to  the  husband  by 
the  wife.  The  wife  perfectly  well  knew  that 
the  property  was  for  her  separate  use,  and 
she  dearly  acquiesced  in  her  husband  having 
power  over  it.  The  husband  certainly  did 
not  spend  all  the  money,  but  allowed  it  to 
remain  in  the  bankers'  lumds ;  that  fact  was 
accounted  for,  because  it  was  in  evidence 
that  the  Marquis  had  talked  during  his  life 
of  accumulating  the  rents  for  the  benefit  of 
his  younger  children,  but  still  there  was 
nothing  extraordinary  in  a  nobleman  of  his 
property  having  a  large  balance  in  his 
bankers'  hands ;  it  was  a  thing  done  every 
day,  and  could  never  prove  that  the  Marquis, 
on  that  account,  did  not  consider  that  he 
had  the  power  of  spending  it.  On  the  death 
of  the  Marquis,  his  wife,  who  became  his 
executrix,  treated  these  balances  in  the 
hands  of  Messrs.  Hoare  &  Co.  as  part  of 
her  husband's  personal  estate.  Some  of  the 
rents  were  received  by  her  after  her  hus- 
band's death,  but  she  did  not  use  any  of  the 
ineney  fer  herself.  All  this  went  to  shew, 
that  she  considered  the  property  as  forming 
part  of  her  husband's  personal  estate. 

Cases  cited  :— 

Lord  Dighy  v.  Howard,  4  Sim.  588 ; 
s.  c.  1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  3. 


Ridout  v.  Lewis,  1  Atk.  269. 
Dalbiac  v.  Dalbiac,  16  Yes.  116. 

Mr,  J.  Russell  and  Mr,  Vansittart  Neale 
appeared  for  Lord  William  Beresford,  in 
support  of  the  Master's  report. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — I  feel  no  diffi- 
culty whatever  upon  this  point.  It  seems 
to  me  there  is  sufiicient  evidence  of  a  neu- 
tral agreement,  that  the  Marquis  should 
have  complete  dominion  over  the  separate 
estate  of  the  Marchioness;  she  would  be 
tenant  for  life  of  the  estete  under  the  will  of 
Lord  Delaval  for  her  separate  use,  after 
keeping  down  the  incumbrances.  It  appears 
to  me,  on  reading  the  evidence,  quite  mani- 
fest, that  Lady  Waterford  meant  her  hus- 
band to  have  dominion  over  all  the  real 
estate,  and,  in  fact,  he  had  the  absolute 
dominion  over  all  the  rente,  and  nothing 
happened  which  would  derogate  from  that 
dominion.  It  has  been  said,  that  all  the 
paymente  which  were  made,  were  in  keeping 
down  incumbrances  upon  the  estete.  Now, 
that  is  not  strictly  correct.  There  was  money 
paid  for  furniture  out  of  these  rente,  and 
some  portion  of  the  money  was  also  paid  for 
the  debte  and  expenses  of  the  Marquis ; 
but  I  have  this  fact,  that  there  was  no  money 
paid  to  the  Marchioness  during  her  life. 
The  fund  was  kept  completely  separate  from 
any  other  fund,  and  it  seems  to  have  been 
completely  under  the  dominion  of  the  Mar- 
quis up  to  the  day  of  his  death,  and  nothing 
which  took  place  after  his  death  could  affect 
the  case.  The  question  is,  whether,  at  the 
death  of  the  Marquis,  the  ^nd  was  not  ac- 
tually his.  After  his  death,  the  Marchioness 
sustained  the  character  of  die  sole  executrix 
of  her  husband's  will.  I  do  not  think  there 
can  be  a  stronger  case  than  is  made  by  this 
evidence.  It  makes  out  that  she  permitted 
him  to  have  the  entire  controul  over  the 
fund.  As  to  there  being  a  large  balance  at 
Messrs.  Hoare's  bank,  it  is  well  known  that 
noblemen  and  persons  of  large  property  are 
in  the  habit  of  keeping  considerable  balances 
in  the  hands  of  Uieir  bankers.  The  fact 
that  he  intended  to  accumulate  the  money 
for  the  benefit  of  younger  children,  shews, 
at  any  rate,  that  the  wife  was  not  intended 
to  have  it.  It  is  plain  to  me,  that  the  ob- 
jections cannot  be  sustained;  and,  there- 
fore, the  exceptions  must  be  overruled. 
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L.C.  1 

Feb.  29;  Mar.l.J 


ATTORNEY  GENERAL  V, 
RICKARDS. 


Outlaw — Pleading — Information — Mate* 
riality  of  Allegations — Irrelevancy  * 

After  a  judgment  of  outlawry  in  a  civil 
action  against  A,  and  after  the  issuing  of  a 
writ  of  capias  utlagatum  against  him,  A. 
made  a  voluntary  conveyance  to  trustees. 
An  information  was  then  filed  against  A, 
and  his  trustees,  in  which  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  action  were  relators ;  and  it  sought 
to  have  this  deed  set  aside,  and  alleged 
that  the  deed  had  been  executed  for  the 
purpose  of  defeating  the  proceedings  under 
the  outlawry,  and  of  defrauding  the  claims 
of  the  relators  and  other  creditors  of  A, 
The  information  also  contained  several  short 
allegations  setting  forth  the  interest  of  the 
relators.  Exceptions  for  impertinence,  on 
the  ground  that  the  rights  of  the  Crown  were 
not  affected  by  any  attempt  to  defraud  these 
creditors  of  A,  and  that  their  interest  did 
not  relate  to  the  relief  sought  by  the  informal 
Hon,  were  overruled. 

The  aUegations  of  this  infonnatioii,  with 
the  exceptions,  and  the  judgment  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  are  reported  in  12  Law 
J,  Rep,  (n.s.)  Chanc.  393. 

The  defendants  appealed  from  his  Lord- 
ship's judgment. 

Mr,  Wakefield  and  Mr,  Kenyon,  for  the 
appellants. — The  Court  below  seems  to 
have  expressed  an  opinion,  that  the  question 
whether  these  passages  are  material  ought 
not  to  be  decided  now,  but  reserved  till  the 
hearing.  This  is  quite  a  new  doctrine. 
The  materiality  of  any  passage  must  be  de- 
cided, like  a  demurrer,  upon  the  record  as 
it  now  stands.  And  as  this  record  is  framed, 
all  the  statements  about  the  interest  of  the 
relators,  and  about  any  alleged  attempt  to 
defraud  them,  are  altogether  irrelevant.  The 
Court  must  be  satisfied  that  Annesley  had 
property  which  was  extendible  under  the 
outlawry,  and  that  this  property  was  im- 
properly assigned  for  the  purpose  of  defraud- 
ing the  Crown.  But  what  claim  does  the 
Crown  derive  because  a  ]>arty  attempts  to 
defraud  his  creditors  ?  or  how  is  this  case 
advanced  by  shewing  that  the  relators  have 
an  interest  in  or  claim  upon  the  property  of 
the  defendant?     If  any  relief  were  asked 


for,  which  would  make  these  statements 
relevant,  the  information  would  become 
multifarious. 

Balch  V.  Wastall,  1  P.  Wms.  445. 

V.  Bromley,  2  Ibid.  269. 

fVagstaffr,  Bryan,  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  28; 
s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  41. 

The  King  v.  Cooke,  M'CL  &  You.  196. 

Cuddon  V.  Hubert,  7  Sim.  485. 

Hesse  v.  Wood,  4  Taunt.  691. 

Britton  v.  Cole,  1  Salk.  395. 

Mr,  Campbell,  in  support  of  the  decisi<Hi 
of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls.—- Outlawry  is  a 
proceeding  which  is  for  the  benefit  of  the 
creditor.  The  5  £dw,  8.  c.  1 2.  enacted,  that 
outlawry  should  not  be  pardoned  until  the 
creditor  was  satisfied.  Before  the  sheriff 
has  seized  the  property  of  the  outlaw  under 
the  inquisition,  the  outlaw  may  pay  the 
creditor,  and  discharge  the  outlawry  ;  and 
if  the  property  has  been  seized,  the  creditor 
may  obtain  it  by  an  application  to  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  if  it  is  under  50^.,  and  if  it 
exceeds  501.  there  is  a  common  form  of 
petition  to  the  Queen,  which  states  that  she 
has  no  interest,  and  the  money  is  invariably 
paid  to  the  creditor.  Lord  Mansfield  spoke 
of  it  as  a  civil  process — The  Kingr,  Wilkes 
( 1 ).  As  to  the  question  of  impertinence,  these 
passages  are  so  short  that  they  can  do  no 
injury  to  the  defendants ;  and  their  irrele- 
vancy ought  to  be  perfectly  evident.  Here, 
as  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  has  decided  in 
favour  of  the  relators,  the  impertinence  can- 
not be  held  to  be  dear ;  and  if  these  pas- 
sages should  ultimately  be  held  irrelevant, 
the  relators  will  have  to  pay  the  coetfr*- 

GilberVs  For,  Bom,  209,  211. 
Davisv,  Cripps,2You.  &  Col. N.C. 442. 
Parker  v.  Fairlie,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  295 ; 

8.  c.  Turn.  &  Russ.  362 ;  2  Law  J. 

Rep.  Chanc.  19. 
Slack  V,  Evans,  7  Price,  278,  n. 

Mr,  Wakefield  replied. 

The  Lord  Chakcbllor. — ^With  respect 
to  the  objection  that  has  been  most  argued, 
I  retain  the  same  opinion  that  I  have  several 
times  expressed.  It  appears  to  me  that 
the  allegation  is,  that  there  was  a  fraudulent 
demise,  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the 

(1)  4  Burr.  2649. 
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proceedings  of  the  outlawry.  So  fiur,  no- 
body can  object  as  to  the  statement  being 
correct  and  pertinent;  and,  in  addition  to 
that,  a  motive  is  stated  for  that  fraud.  I 
do  not  think  it  is  superfluous  to  state  the 
motive  for  the  fraud.  That  motive  was  to 
injure  these  relators  through  the  medium 
of  the  proceedings  in  the  outlawry.  I  can- 
not say,  therefore,  that  that  was  irrelevant 
or  improper.  That  applies  also  equally  to 
the  other  passage  to  which  Mr.  Wakefield 
directed  my  attention,  namely,  of  the  party 
being  at  the  time  imprisoned  at  Holyrood- 
house.  That  is  a  material  circumstance 
connecting  itself  with  the  fraud,— evidence, 
as  far  as  it  goes,  that  it  was  a  firaud. 

With  respect  to  the  three  charges  to  which 
Mr. Wakefield  has  referred  :  the  first  stating 
that  this  party  had  executed  this  bond  in 
trust  for  the  relators.  I  think  that  that  is 
not  80  immaterial  as  to  justify  me  in  saying 
that  it  is  imperdnenty  for  ^e  purpose  of 
shewing  they  had  something  to  do  with  the 
suit,  and  that  the  Attorney  Grenend  was 
justified,  therefore,  in  acting  upon  their 
movements  as  the  relators.  There  may  be 
one  or  two  other  passages  that  might  pos- 
sibly, on  consideration,  with  propriety  be 
struck  out ;  but  whether  there  is  sufiScient 
ground  for  me  to  proceed,  I  cannot  under- 
take to  say,  without  looking  at  them  with 
more  minuteness  than  I  have  at  present 
been  able  to  look  at  them  with.  I  will  read 
throngh  them,  and  if  I  think  there  are 
gronnds  for  excepting  them  as  wholly  im- 
material and  irrelevant,  I  will  tell  you. 

Mardi  1.— The  Lord  Chancellob.-— I 
adhere  to  the  opinion  I  gave  yesterday  as 
to  the  principal  objection.  I  have  looked 
through  the  other  exceptions,  and  they  re- 
solve themselves  into  the  first :  all  the 
others  are  consequential  either  upon  those 
I  have  already  decided,  or  consequential 
upon  the  first.  Now,  I  really  think,  it  is 
not  a  case  for  an  exception  that  the  relators 
have  introduced  into  the  information  only 
three  lines,  stating  how  they  are  connected 
in  point  of  interest  with  the  question  before 
the  Court.  N<m  ego  paucis  offends  macu^ 
lis.  It  is  what  we  should  call,  perhaps, 
surplusage  at  common  law — ^it  is  merely 
surplusage — ^it  could  not  be  struck  out. 
There  is  Uie  same  rule  of  striking  out  un- 
necessary matter  at  common  law,  as  there 


is  here  as  to  impertinence ;  a  few  words, 
more  or  less,  in  a  declaration,  would  not  be 
a  ground  for  referring  it  to  the  Master  to 
stnke  those  words  out. 


K.  Bruce,  V.C. 
Feb.  17,  21 


c. 


CAPPER  V,  TERRINOTON. 


Mortgage — Redemption — Costs. 

Three  different  mortgages  over  three  dif" 
ferent  estates  were  settled  upon  certain  trusts. 
On  the  occasion  of  the  appointment  of  new 
trustees,  the  three  estates  were  conveyed  by 
one  deed  to  the  new  trustees.  On  a  petition  hy 
one  of  the  mortgagors  for  the  reconveyance  of 
his  estate,  and  the  delivery  of  the  deeds  relate 
ing  to  it,  including  this  deed,  on  payment  of  his 
mortgage  money,  it  was  held,  that  the  mortga^ 
gor  was  entitled  to  have  this  deed  delivered  to 
him,  on  the  condition  of  giving  a  covenant 
to  the  trustees  to  produce  it,  and  tJwt  the 
costs  of  this  deed  of  covenant  were  to  he  borne 
by  the  mortgagees, 

A  testator,  being  entitled  to  three  mort- 
gages over  three  djfierent  estates,  devised 
&em  by  his  will  to  trustees  upon  certain 
trusts.  By  a  decree,  made  in  a  cause  re- 
lating to  ^ese  trusts,  it  was  referred  to  the 
Master  to  appoint  new  trustees,  and  to  settle 
the  deed  of  new  appointment  and  transfer 
of  the  trust  property.  A  single  deed  was 
accordingly  settled  in  the  Master's  o£Sce, 
by  which  the  new  trustees  were  appointed, 
and  all  the  mortgaged  estates  conveyed  to 
them* 

A  petition  was  presented  in  the  suit  by 
one  of  the  mortgagors,  that,  on  payment  of 
the  mortgage  money,  his  estate  might  be 
reoonveyed  to  him,  and  all  the  deeds  relating 
to  it,  including  tMs  deed  of  conveyance  to 
the  new  trustees,  might  be  delivered  to  him. 

Mr,  Parry,  for  &e  mortgagor,  claimed 
the  right  of  having  the  deed,  without  giving 
any  covenant  to  produce  it. 

Mr.  E.  F.  Smith,  for  the  trustees. 

Mr,  PhilUps,  for  the  persons  beneficially 
interested. 

Knioht  Bruce,  V.C. — I  have  no  doubt 
that  either  the  mortgagor  is  to  have  the 
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deed,  and  execute  a  covenant  to  the  trus- 
tees to  produce  it,  or  that  the  deed  b  to 
remain  with  the  trustees,  they  executing  a 
covenant  to  the  mortgagor  to  produce  it. 
The  mortgagor  may  have  his  option.  I  do 
not  say  what  I  should  do  if  the  other  mort- 
gagors were  present;  but,  the  petitioner 
having  come  first,  I  think  he  is  entitled  to 
have  the  option. 

Mr.  Parry  elected  to  take  the  deed,  and 
give  a  covenant  to  produce. 

Mr*  Phillips  then  contended,  that  the 
costs  of  the  covenant  to  produce  ought  to 
be  borne  by  the  mortgagor,  on  the  prin- 
ciple that,  if  a  mortgagor  comes  for  redemp- 
tion, it  must  be  on  tibe  terms  of  indemnifying 
the  mortgagee  from  all  costs  arising  out  of 
his  legal  act»^^  Wether eU  v.  CoUin3{l). 

Knight  Brucb,  V.C.,  said,  that  as  the 
difficulty  in  this  case  had  arisen,  not  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  dealing  with  the  pro- 
perty, but  from  the  inconvenient  method 
adopted  by  those  representing  the  mortga* 
gees  of  mixing  up  the  different  properties 
together,  the  costs  of  this  deed  ought  to 
fiill  upon  them. 


K.  BftucE 
March  8 


,  V.C.I 
,14.    J 


BURDEN  V.  OLDAKSR. 


Mortgage — Redemption —  Costs. 

In  the  course  of  an  admimstration  suit  the 
title  deeds  reUsHng  to  an  estate  mortgaged 
to  the  testatrix  and  the  mortgage  deed  were 
deposited  in  the  Master^ s  office,  A  petition 
was  presented  in  the  suit  by  the  mortgagor 
far  a  reconveyance  of  the  estate  and  delivery 
of  the  deeds  on  payment  of  the  mortgage 
debt: — Held^  that  the  costs  of  an  order  for 
the  delivery  of  the  deeds  out  of  the  Master's 
office  were  to  he  home  by  the  mortgagor^ 

In  the  course  of  a  suit,  instituted  for  the 
administration  of  the  estate  of  a  testatrix,  to 
whom  an  estate  had  been  mortgaged,  the 
title  deeds  of  the  estate  and  the  mortgage 
deed  were  deponted  in  the  Master's  office. 

A  petition  was  presented  in  the  suit  by 
the  mortgagor,  that,  on  payment  of  the 


mortgage  money,  the  estate^  might  be  tccon- 
veyed,  and  the  title-deeds  and  mortgage 
deed  delivered  to  bim. 

On  this  petition,  a  question  arose  as  to  the 
costs  of  an  order  for  the  delivery  of  tiiese 
deeds  out  of  the  Master's  office. 

Mr.  i^uraiMton,  for  the  petition,  eontended, 
that  these  costs  ought  to  come  out  of  the 
estate  of  the  testatrix. 

KNiont  Bruce,  V.C.  said,  that  as  these 
d^ds  had  been  deposited  in  court  in  the 
reasonable  and  proper  administration  of  the 
mortgagee's  estate,  he  thought  that  the  ooeta 
of  obtaining  an  order  for  the  delivery  of  tiie 
deeds  out  of  court  ought,  on  the  principle 
of  the  case  of  Wetherett  v.  CoUins{\\  to  be 
borne  by  the  mortgagor. 


K.  Bruce 
March 


E,  V.C.\ 
7,14.   / 


TAYLOR  V.  BEVERLEY. 


Legacy — Construction-^Survivor»-'~Per-' 
sonal  Representatives. 

Bequest  of  a  fund  for  A.  for  Ufe^  and 
after  her  decease  for  her  children ;  followed 
by  the  words,  **  If  she  shaU  die  without 
issue,  I  give  and  devise  the  same  unto 
and  efualty  among  my  surviving  children 
and  their  legal  personal  representatives, 
share  and  share  aUhe.'*  The  testator  had 
four  chOdren  at  the  date  ef  his  wUl  and  his 
death,  of  whom  A,  was  one.  A.  died  wi&k>ui 
leaving  any  children,  having  survived  the 
three  other  children  of  the  testator: — Held, 
first,  thai  the  word  **  surviving**  was  to  be 
tt^en  as  meaning  "  surviving,"  and  not 
**  other ;"  secondly,  that  the  period  of  sur- 
vivorship was  to  be  referred  to  the  death  of 
A,  or  the  period  of  distribution,  and  not  to 
the  death  of  the  testator;  thirdly,  that  the 
words  **  legal  personal  representatives,*'  were 
words  of  representation,  and  not  of  purchase  ; 
and  therefore  that  the  fimd,  on  the  death  of 
A,  fell  into  the  residue. 

The  will  of  Christopher  Beveriey  con- 
tained the  following  bequest :— *'  And  as  a 
provision  for  my  daughter  Isabella,  the  wife 
of  John  Howson,  who  has  at  present  no 
children,  I  do  hereby  order  and  direct  my 


(1)  3  Mad.  256. 


(I)  3  Mad.  255. 
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ettfiQlrix  and  •xacokiabeKiiMtfUr  nanod* 

to  place  out  at  iaterest»  upon  government 
or  other  good  security,  such  suQi  of  money 
a»  by  aad  out  of  the  iutezeat  thereof  will  be 
mfficient  to  produce  one  annuity  or  clear 
yearly  sum  of  601,  of  lawfol  English  money, 
which  J  do  hereby  gL?e  and  deviae  unto  my 
said  daughter,  Isabella  Ho  wson,  for  and  dar- 
ing her  natural  life,  and  for  her  own  sole  and 
separate  use  and  disposal,  and  to  be  paid  to 
hsr  by  bvK  quarterly  payments  in  each  year, 
the  first  payment  to  commence  and  be  mads 
at  the  end  of  three  numtha  next  after  my 
decease;  and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  my 
said  daughter,,  Isabella  Howson,  in  case  she 
shall  leave  issue,  I  do  give  and  devise  the 
principal  sum  or  suma  of  money  wherein 
the  said  last-mentioQfid  annuity  or  clear 
yearly  sum  of  SOL  shall  be  secured  as  afore- 
said, unto  and  equally  mnongst  such  issue : 
hui  if  she  $haU  die  withoui  mue,  I  give  and 
depise  the  same  unto  and  eguaU^  amongst  my 
smrvinnff  ehUdren,  and  their  legal  personal 
representati9es,  share  and  share  alike/'  The 
wUl  contained  a  residuary  bequest. 

The  testator  had  a  child,  who  died  an 
iik£uit  about  twmty  years  befcHre  the  date  of 
his  will,  and  had  £our  children  living  at  the 
date  of  iufl  wOl  and  the  time  of  his  death, 
of  whom  I.  Howson  was  one. 

I.  HowsoB  survived  the  other  children  of 
the  testator,  and  died  without  ever  having 
had  any  children. 

The  qoeatioii  in  this  suit  was,  to  whom 
the  principal  sum  from  which  the  annuity 
pioceeded  belonged* 

The  claimants  of  this  fund  were — ^fint, 
the  repuBsentaitiYes  of  the  three  childaen  of 
Uie  testier,  who  died  after  the  death  of  the 
testator;  secondly,  the  next-of-kin  of  these 
ftiee  children;  tUxdly,  the  residuary  lega- 
tees of  the  testator. 

The  poinla  diacoaaed  sufficiently  appear 
in  the  judgment. 

Mr,  Wigram  and  Mr,  Headlam,  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Mr,  K.  Parker,  Mr.  Stintm,  Mr,  Malins, 
Mr,  RoU,  Mr.  Shee.  and  Mr.  Birkbeek, 
ht  the  other  partiea. 

The  following  cases  were  cited,— 

Doe  dam.  Watts  v.  Wainewright,  5  Term 
Rep.  427. 

Nbw  Sbribs,  XIII.— Crahc. 


WUmot  V.  WUmot,  8  Yes.  10. 

Barlow  v,  Salter,  17  Ibid.  479;  and 

Mton  V.  Brooks,  7  Sim.  204,  where  the 
word  *' survivors"  was  held  to  mean 
"  others." 

Ferguson  v.  Dunbar,  3  Bro.  C.C.  468,  n. 

Davidson  v.  Dallas,  14  Yes.  576. 

Crowder  v.  Stone,  3  Russ.  217  ;  s.  c, 

7  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  93. 
Winterton  v.  Crawfurd,  1  Russ.  &  Myl. 
407 ;  s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  134 ; 
and 

Leeming  v.  Sherratt,  2  Hare,  14;  s.  c. 
11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  423, 
where  the  word  '*  survivors"  wajs  held 
to  be  taken  in  its  natural  mean- 
ing. 

fVilson  V.  Baglg,  3  Bro.  P.O.  195. 

Doe  dem.  Long  v.  Prigg,  8  B.  &  C.  231 ; 
s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  K.B.  296; 
and  the  cases  stated  in  2  Jarman  on 
Wills,  633—638,  where,  in  a  gUt  by 
will  of  property  for  a  person  £or  life, 
and  after  his  decease  to  certain  persons 
and  the  survivors  of  them,  the  time 
of  survivorship  was  held  to  be  refer- 
able to  the  death  of  the  testator. 

Russell  V.  Long,  4  Yes.  551. 

Newton  v.  Ayscough,  19  Ibid.  534. 

Cripps  V.  Wolcoit,  4  Mad.  11. 

Pope  V.  Whitcombe,  3  Russ.  124;  s.  c. 
6  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  53 ;  and 

Wordsworth  v.  Wood,  2  Beav.  25 ;  s.  c. 
9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  29, 
where,  in  such  a  case,  the  time  of  sur- 
vivordiip  was  held  to  be  referable  to 
the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

CoUon  V.  Cotton,  2  Beav.  67 ;  s.  c.  8 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  349,  where 
the  term  "  personal  representatives" 
was  held  to  mean  next-of-kin  accord- 
ing to  the  Statute  of  Distributions. 

Price  V.  Strange,  6  Mad.  159  ;  and 

SahertonY.  Skeels,  I  Russ.  &  Myl.  587, 
where  the  term  *'  personal  representa- 
tives" was  held  to  mean  executois  or 
administrators,  but  not  for  their  own 
benefit;  and 

Harrison  v.  Foreman,  5  Yes.  207. 

Sturgess  v,  Pearson,  4  Mad.  411. 

Kni&ht  Brucs,  Y.C. — [after  stating  the 
terms  of  the  bequest].*— The  first  question 
argued  has  been,  whether  the  words  **  sur- 

21 


242 


COURTS  OF  CHANCERY: 


viving  children"  ought  not  to  he  construed 
as  meaning  other  children.  It  is  prohahly 
true  that,  where  an  estate  or  fund  is  given 
between  a  class  or  number  of  persons,  as 
tenants  in  common  in  tail,  or  for  life,  with 
remainders,  or  interests  in  the  nature  of 
remainders,  to  their  children  respectively, 
and  a  provision  is  made  that,  in  the  event 
of  the  death  and  failure  of  issue  of  any  of 
the  original  takers,  the  share  of  the  original 
taker  or  takers  so  circumstanced  shall  go  to 
the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  the  words 
"  survivors  or  survivor"  may  in  general  well 
he  considered  as  an  expression  of  contrast, 
used  for  the  purpose  of  distinguishing  the 
takers  not  so  circumstanced,  and  therefore 
as  meaning  others  or  other;  and  so  in 
analogous  instances.  But,  is  the  case  the 
same,  where  the  words  being,  as  in  this  case, 
"  surviving  children,"  no  interest  in  the  fund 
has  been  previously  given  to  the  other 
children  ?  My  impression  is,  that  the  words 
**  survivors,"  "  survivor,"  and  "  surviving," 
ought,  in  a  will,  to  receive  their  natural  and 
ordinary  construction ;  that  is,  not  to  be 
read  as  meaning  ''other,"  unless  the  nature 
of  the  disposition  itself,  in  which  the  expres- 
sion occurs,  or  the  context  of  the  instru- 
ment containing  the  disposition,  renders  a 
departure  from  that  natural  and  ordinary 
interpretation  necessary  to  effectuate  what 
the  whole  of  the  disposition  from  its  nature, 
or  the  whole  of  the  instrument  taken  toge- 
ther, shews  to  have  been  the  testator's  inten- 
tion. This  seems  to  have  been  the  view 
taken  by  the  present  Lord  Chancellor,  in 
Crowder  v.  Stone.  In  the  will  before  me, 
neither  the  nature  of  the  particular  disposi- 
tion, nor  the  context,  appears  to  me  to 
require  or  justify  such  a  departure,  and  I 
think  accordingly,  that  the  word  "  sur- 
viving" must  be  read  as  meaning  surviving, 
and  not  as  meaning  other ;  a  construction 
which,  applied  to  this  will,  appears  to  me 
entirely  consistent  with  the  decisions  in  Doe 
V.  Wainewriffht  and  Wihnoi  v.  WilmoU 

To  what  period,  then,  does  the  word 
**  surviving,"  as  used  by  this  testator,  xeSex  ? 
This,  as  Sir  William  Grant  said,  in  Newton 
y.  Ayacough^  depends  on  the  testator's  in- 
tention, to  be  collected  either  from  the  par- 
ticular disposition  or  the  general  context  of 
the  will.  It  has  not  been  argued,  and  I 
think  it  could  not  be  very  well  argued,  that 


anything  turns  on  the  fact,  that  the  testator 
had  a  cMld  who  died  before  the  making  of 
the  will.  The  child  is  stated  to  have  been 
a  daughter,  who  never  married,,  and  whose 
death  happened  more  than  twenty  years 
before  the  will  was  made.  Nor  has  it  been 
contended  on  either  side,  that,  had  the  word 
"  surviving  "  been  omitted,  and  had  one  of 
the  children  living  when  the  wDl  was  made 
died  before  the  testator's  death,  that  child's 
share  under  this  bequest  would  have  fallen 
into  the  general  residue  by  lapse.  Whe- 
ther it  would  or  would  not,  I  wish  to  be 
understood  as  not  intimating  any  opinion  ; 
but,  if  it  would  not,  then  the  word  "surviv- 
ing," if  it  be  understood  as  referring  to  the 
time  of  the  testator's  death,  is  surplusage. 
However  this  may  be,  it  would  not,  I  think, 
be  a  proper  construction  of  the  will  before 
me,  so  to  read  the  word  "surviving."  Con- 
sidering that  Isabella  Howson  was  one  of 
the  testator's  children  living  at  his  death, 
considering  that  the  event  which  was  to  give 
a  title  to  the  persons  called  the  testator's 
surviving  children,  and  the  place  in  which 
the  expression  occurs,  I  conceive  that  the 
phrase  "my  surviving  children," as  used  in 
this  will,  means  my  children  then  living,  or, 
that  which  is  the  same,  my  children  surviv- 
ing Isabella  Howson. 

It  has  been  contended,  that  the  word 
and,"  immediately  following  the  words 
surviving  children,"  may  be  read,  "or," 
and,  this  being  done,  that  the  word  "  sur- 
viving" would  necessarily  have  to  be  con- 
strued as  referring  to  the  time  of  the  testa- 
tor's death.  Whether  such  a  consequence 
would  follow,  I  have  not  found  it  essential 
to  consider,  there  not  being,  in  my  judgment, 
anything  contained  in  the  will  which  would 
be  held  to  justify  such  a  reading  of  the  word 
"  and."  Certainly  it  may  sometimes  mean 
"  or,"  but  there  is  no  groimd  here  for  chang- 
ing its  ordinary  sense. 

The  remaining  question  is,  as  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  words  "their  legal  personal 
representatives."  It  was  suggested,  that 
the  word  "  their"  might  be  lead  as  refening 
to  the  testator's  children  generally,  and  not 
merely  to  those  whom  he  has  called  his 
surviving  children ;  but  I  cannot  see  any 
ground  or  place  for  such  an  argument.  It 
was  also  contended,  that  the  words  "legal 
personal  representatives,"  import  in  this  will 
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kindred  or  representation  in  blood,  and  are, 
therefore,  words  of  purchase,  not  meaning 
merely  representation  in  estate,— a  question, 
to  the  cases  cited  upon  which,  Corbyn  v, 
French  (1)  may,  perhaps,  be  added.  How 
the  matter  might  have  stood,  had  the  word 
** personal'*  been  omitted,  I  need  not  say, 
but  the  word  "personal"  is  part  of  the 
passage,  as  well  as  the  word  "legal."  That 
it  is  impossible  to  suppose  a  will  so  worded 
as  that  the  expression  "  legal  personal  re- 
presentatives" should  mean  kindred  or  re- 
presentation in  blood,  I  will  not  say ;  but 
certainly  it  would  require  a  context  strongly 
and  clearly  denoting  such  an  intention  in 
order  to  justify  a  departure  so  wide  from 
the  proper  meaning  of  the  phrase ;  such  a 
departure  could  not  be  justifled  by  the  mere 
circumstance,  that  the  words  in  their  proper 
and  ordinary  sense  are  surplusage,  as  pos- 
sibly they  may  be ;  and  explanatory  context 
there  is  none.  Tt  follows  that,  as  Isabella 
Howson  was  the  testator's  last  surviving 
chOd,  the  fund  of  which  she  was  tenant  for 
life,  has  fallen  into  the  residue.  Harrison 
V.  Foreman  and  Siurgesa  v.  Pearson^  autho- 
rities that  I  do  not  question,  have  no  appli- 
cation to  a  bequest  of  the  present  description 
to  surviving  children  only. 

Much  stress  was  laid  in  the  argument  on 
the  cases  of  Wilson  v.  Bayly  and  Doe  dem. 
Long  V.  Prigg,  The  will  construed  in  WUson 
V.  Bayly ^  differs  from  the  will  before  me 
sufficiently  to  prevent  that  case,  in  my  opi- 
nion, from  governing  the  present  in  form 
or  substance.  The  words  of  the  material 
disposition  in  the  will  of  Mark  Tew,  in  WiU 
8on  Y.  Bayly,  having  been,  "  my  daughters 
Mary,  Sarah,  and  Catherine,  and  the  survi- 
vors of  them,  and  their  assigns,"  the  expres- 
sion "  as  tenants  in  common"  having  been 
added ;  and  in  the  parts  of  his  will  providing 
for  the  events  of  the  death  of  his  daughters,  or 
^y  or  either  of  them,  before  marriage,  and 
bequeathing  the  residue  of  his  estate,  the  tes- 
tator having  used  the  words  *•  survivors  and 
survivor"  as  he  appears  to  have  done,  I 
cannot  think  I  am  contradicting  or  contra- 
vening what  the  House  of  Lords  did  in  that 
case,  by  deciding  as  I  deem  it  right  to  do  in 
this.  I  have  considered  also  the  case  of 
A)€  v.  Prigg,  with  the  attention  and  respect 

(1)  4  Ves.  419.431. 


due  to  such  an  authority ;  but  supposing 
it  not  to  be  substantially  distinguishable 
from  the  present,  a  point  on  which  I  give 
no  opinion,  I  am  not  prepared  to  follow  it 
in  this  case,  conceiving  as  I  do,  that  it  does 
not  so  absolutely  bind  the  Court  as  to  place 
me  under  the  necessity  of  ascribing  to  the 
word  "surviving,"  in  the  will  before  me,  a 
sense  contrary  to  my  deliberate  conviction. 
It  may  be  observed  that  it  is  not,  as  I  read 
the  report  of  Doe  v.  Prigg,  to  be  collected 
from  it,  whether  William  Jennings  or  John 
Warren  was  living  when  the  will  was  made, 
or  whether  any  child  of  either  of  them  died 
in  the  testator's  lifetime  ;  but  his  wife  was 
not,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  his  mother 
was,  a  child  of  William  Jennings  or  of  John 
Warren. 


V 
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HARRISON  V.  ANDREWS. 


Legacy — Set-off — Debl  to  Testator, 

The  testator  gave  a  legacy  oflOOl,  to  his 
married  daughter ;  her  husband  owed  the 
testator  1002.  The  husband  and  wife  agreed 
to  set  off  the  debt  against  the  legacy,  and 
signed  a  legacy  receipt  for  the  amount.  The 
husband  died : — Held,  that  the  legacy  wets 
still  due  to  the  wife,  as  no  money  had  passed, 
and  no  formal  release  had  been  given  to  the 
trustees. 

This  was  a  suit  for  the  administration  of 
the  estate  of  William  Andrews,  who,  by  his 
will,  dated  the  30th  of  Jime  1828,  gave, 
amongst  various  other  legacies,  the  sum  of 
100/.  to  his  daughter,  Cordelia  Waters. 
John  Waters,  the  husband  of  C.  Waters, 
died  after  the  testator,  but  before  the  insti- 
tution of  the  suit. 

The  cause  was  referred  to  the  Master, 
who,  in  respect  of  the  above  legacy  to  Mrs. 
Waters,  found  that  J.  Waters,  the  husband 
of  the  said  C.  Waters,  was  indebted  to  the 
testator  at  the  time  of  his  decease  in  the  sum 
of  100/.  and  interest  thereon,  at  41. 105.  per 
cent.,  from  the  12th  of  January  1833,  on  a 
promissory  note.  And  the  said  Master 
found,  that  the  said  J.  Waters  had  agreed 
that  the  said  debt  should  be  set  off  against 
the  legacy  of  100/.,  given  by  the  will  of  the 
testator  to  his  daughter,  C,  Waters;  and  that 
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the  said  J.  Waters  and  Cordelia  his  wife, 
on  the  12th  of  December  18S5,  signed  a 
legacy  receipt  for  the  sum  of  100/.,  but  he 
had  not  thought  fit  to  aUow  the  same,  inas- 
much as  it  had  been  admitted  before  him 
that  no  money  was,  in  fact,  paid  to  the  said 
J.  Waters  and  Cordelia  his  wife,  or  either  of 
them,  when  such  receipt  was  signed  and 
given ;  and  therefore  he  found  that  the  said 
legacy  of  100/.  was  still  due  to  the  said  C. 
Waters ;  and  that  the  said  debt  of  100/.  was 
then  due  from  the  estate  of  the  said  J.  Waters 
to  the  estate  of  the  testator,  and  formed 
part  of  the  outstanding  personal  estate. 

The  cause  now  came  on  upon  ftirther 
directions. 

Mr,  Siuari  and  Mr.  Freeling,  for  the 
plaintiffs,  contended,  that  the  legacy  of  100/. 
had  been  properly  set  off  against  the  debt 
of  J.  Waters  to  the  testator,  and  was  there- 
fore to  be  considered  as  satisfied ;  and  that 
the  Master  ought  to  have  found  that  no  part 
of  the  debt  remained  due  from  the  estate  of 
the  testator  to  C.  Waters. 

Mr»  Koe,  in  support  of  the  Master's  re- 
port, said,  it  did  not  appear,  by  the  Master's 
report,  whether  the  promissory  note  was 
ever  given  up  by  the  executors,  upon  the 
receipt  being  given  for  the  legacy  by  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Waters. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  confirmed  the 
Master's  report,  and  said,  that  nothing  but 
a  formal  release  to  the  trustees  on  payment 
of  a  legacy  by  them  could  dischaige  the 
legacy  as  against  the  right  of  Mrs.  Waters 
by  survivorship. 


V 
Jan 


.C.      \ 
.  11.  f 


PINKUS  V,  THE  RATCLIFFE  GAS- 
LIGHT AND  COKE  COMPANY. 


Compantf — Specific  Performance — Lien, 

Pinkvs  having  claimed  to  he  a  co^pro^ 
prietor  with  Paynter  in  gas^tporks,  which  the 
latter  had  erected  and  was  about  to  sell  to 
the  East  London  Gas^Light  Company^  then 
about  to  he  formed,  it  was  agreed  between 
them  for  the  purpose  of  ending  their  disputes 
respecting  the  ownership  of  the  gas-works^ 
that  Paynter  should  be  at  liberty  to  sell  the 
works  at  such  price  as  he  pleased,  upon 
accounting  to  Pinkus  for  the  value  of  the 


works,  at  a  certain  rate,  and  Uiat  Paynter 
should  hold  shares  for  Pinkus  in  the  com' 
pany,  to  the  value  of  2,000/.,  and  retain 
them  in  his  own  name  for  two  years.  The 
East  London  OaS'-Light  Company  was  form' 
ed,  and  purchased  the  gas-works  from  Payn- 
ter. Pinkus  fUed  a  bill  against  Paynter, 
and  obtained  a  decree  for  specific  perform- 
ance of  their  agreement,  which  Paynter  had 
resisted.  In  the  meantime,  before  the  decree 
was  made,  the  East  London  Gas-Ligkt 
Company  was  regularly  dissolved,  and  the 
gas-works  were  sold  to  the  RatcUffe  Oas- 
Light  and  Coke  Company.  Pinkms  then 
filed  a  supplemental  bill  agaUut  the  Ratdife 
Company,  the  former  directors  of  the  East 
London  Oas-Light  Company  and  the  assig- 
nees of  Paynter,  he  having  become  bankrupt, 
to  establish  a  Uen  upon  the  gas-works,  for 
what  should  be  found  due  to  him  under  the 
former  decree,  as  weU  as  to  carry  out  the 
former  decree  against  all  these  parties.  The 
bill  was  dismissed,  with  costs,  against  all  the 
parties,  except  the  assignees  of  Paynter. 

The  fiiets  of  this  case  were  as  follows  :-— 
Between  the  yean  1627  and  1831,  Paynter 
was  engaged  with  Pinkus  in  a  speculation 
concerning  two  patents,  which  had  been 
granted  to  Pinkus  for  an  invention  of  an 
apparatus  for  generating  gas,  and  an  inven- 
tion of  an  improved  method  of  purifying 
gas.  Paynter  found  all  the  capital  for  carry- 
ing the  inventions  into  effect ;  and  was  to 
have  a  half  share  of  the  patents.  The  spe- 
culations ultimately  failed. 

About  1829,  Paynter,  at  the  instance  of 
some  of  the  inhabitants  of  Shadwell  and 
Ratcliffe,  in  the  east  end  of  London, 
erected  certain  gas-works  called  "The  East 
London  Gras-Works,"  for  supplying  that 
neighbourhood  with  gas,  Paynter  found 
all  the  capital  for  erecting  the  gaa-works, 
the  lease  of  the  premises,  and  idl  the  con- 
tracts relating  to  the  works  being  in  his  own 
name;  Pinkus,  however,  assisted  in  the 
negotiations,  which  led  to  the  erection  of 
the  works,  and  to  some  extent,  superin- 
tended their  erection  ;  and  hit  patents 
were  used  for  a  short  time  at  the  works,  but 
were  ultimately  abandoned  as  useless.  Aboot 
1881,  Paynter,  finding  his  capital  insuffi- 
cient for  the  continuance  of  the  gas-works, 
proposed  to  establish  a  company  for  the 
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purpose  of  purchasing  th^n.  In  the  prose- 
cution of  this  plan,  a  dispute  arose  between 
Pinkus  and  Paynter  respecting  a  claim  ad- 
vanced by  Pinkus,  that  he  was  himself  a 
co-proprietor  in  the  gas-works  with  Paynter, 
and  that  they  could  not  be  sold  without 
his  concurrence.  The  dispute  was  ended 
by  an  agreement  of  the  10th  of  August 
1881,  and  by  a  further  agreement  of 
the  29th  of  October  1831,  under  which  it 
was  arranged  that  Paynter  should  be  allow- 
ed to  sell  the  works  for  whatever  sum  he 
pleased  to  an  intended  company,  and  Payn- 
ter was  to  take  and  pay  for  shares  in  the 
company  to  the  amount  of  2,000/.  on  behalf 
of  Pinkus,  Paynter  to  hold  the  shares  for  two 
years,  and  then  to  transfer  them  to  Pinkus, 
who  was  in  the  meantime  to  receive  the 
dividends*  The  new  company,  called  '*  The 
East  London  Qas-Light  Company,"  was 
established  under  a  conditional  agreement  of 
the  25th  of  October  1831,  by  which  Payn- 
ter agreed  to  sell  'the  works  to  that  com- 
pany* Pinkus,  having  reason  to  suppose  that 
Paynter  would  retract  from  the  agreements 
between  them,  served  two  several  notices 
upon  the  dixeotors  of  the  new  gas  company, 
setting  fbf th  his  claim  for  500  shares,  and 
sabsequentiy,  in  October  1832,  filed  his  first 
bill  against  Paynter,  and  obtained  a  decree 
for  the  specific  performance  of  the  agreements 
entered  into  by  him  and  Paynter,  and  for  an 
immediate  transfer  of  500  shares,  and  the 
decree  also  provided  for  an  account  of  the 
dividends  on  the  shares.  Under  this  decree 
the  shares  were  formally  assigned  to  Pinkus 
on  the  8th  of  August  1837.  WhUe  Pin- 
kus was  proceeding  with  his  suit,  and  more 
than  a  twelvemonth  before  he  obtained 
the  decree  in  his  favour,  the  East  London 
Chia-Light  Company  was  dissolved,  and 
the  works  were  sold  to  the  Ratcliffe  Gas- 
Light  and  Coke  Company,  an  old  esta- 
blLihed  company,  incorporated  by  act  of 
parliament  WiUi  the  East  London  Gras- 
Light  Company,  Pinkus  had  no  connex- 
ion. According  to  the  constitution  of  the 
company,  a  party  in  whose  name  shares 
were  standing  was  the  sole  recognized  owner 
of  the  shares,  the  company  expressly  de- 
claring that  it  would  not  tidce  any  notice  of 
trusts.  Upon  the  dissolution  of  the  East 
London  Gas-Light  Company,  which  took 
place  in  December  1835,  a  sum  of  2,740^. 


which  would  have  been  payi^le  to  Paynter 
in  respect  of  the  500  shares  standing  in  his 
name,  which  Pinkus  claimed,  was  laid  out  in 
the  purchase  of  consols,  in  the  names  of 
Paynter  and  the  directors  of  the  East 
London  Gas-Light  Company,  upon  trusts 
declared  by  a  deed  of  October  1,  1836,  for 
indemnifying  the  company  against  any 
claim  which  Pinkus  might  make  upon  either 
of  the  companies,  on  account  of  his  suit 
against  Paynter. 

The  plaintiff  then  filed  his  biU  against 
the  directors  of  the  Ratcliffe  Company, 
and  those  directors  of  the  East  London 
Company  who  had  joined  the  Ratcliffe 
Company,  and  against  Paynter,  and  the 
assignees  of  Paynter,  who  had  become 
bankrupt,  alleging  a  design  to  amalgamate 
the  two  companies  into  one,  and  charg- 
ing that  the  directors  of  the  East  London 
Company  and  Paynter  fraudulently  con- 
cealed this  design  from  the  plaintiff,  and 
praying,  first,  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  de- 
clared entitled  to  fifty  ^ares  in  the  Ratcliffe 
Company ;  or,  secondly,  that  he  might  be 
declared  entitled  to  the  value  of  fifty  shares, 
computed  as  therein  mentioned  at  the  highest 
interim  price;  thirdly,  that  he  might  be 
declared  entitled  to  a  proportional  part  of 
the  purchase-money,  22,5002.  It  then  pro- 
posed to  charge  tibe  defendants  with  the 
amount  payable  under  the  third  alternative. 
It  next  sought  to  bind  the  defendants  by 
the  proceedings  in  the  former  suit,  and  to 
charge  the  late  directors  of  the  East  Lon- 
don Company,  and  the  works  which  had 
been  sold  to  the  Ratcliffe  Company,  with 
the  balance  of  the  accounts  to  be  taken  in 
that  suit;  and  upon  the  supposition  of  the 
existence  of  that  lien,  it  prayed  a  receiver 
and  an  injunction.  The  defendants  ad- 
mitted the  design  of  selling  and  transferring 
the  business  of  the  East  London  Company 
to  the  Ratcliffe  Company,  not,  however,  that 
the  two  might  form  one  united  company, 
but  that  the  former  company  should  cease 
altogether;  and  they  maintained  that  no 
concealment  whatever  had  taken  place,  but 
the  design  was  openly  carried  into  effect, 
and  the  East  London  Company  was  dis- 
solved in  conformity  with  its  deed  of  settle- 
ment of  February  1832. 

Mr.  Wakefieid,  Mr,  Fitzroy  KeUy^  and 
Mr.'  Woody  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Mr,  Stuart  and  Mr.  Chandless,  for  the 
RatcMe  Company. 

Mr,  Bethell  and  Mr,  Smythe^  for  the 
Directors  of  the  East  London  Company. 

Mr,  Walker  and  Mr,  Rolt,  for  the  assig- 
nees of  Paynter. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — By  the  decree 
of  the  6th  of  Decemher  1836,  in  the  original 
cause  of  Pinkua  v.  Paynter,  the  Court  de- 
clared the  plaintiff  entitled  to  a  specific 
performance  of  the  several  agreements  of 
the  10th  of  August  and  the  29Ui  of  October 
1831,  and  ordered  them  to  be  carried  into 
execution,  and  declared  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  an  immediate  transfer  and 
assignment  to  himself  of  the  500  shares  in 
the  East  London  Gas  Light  Company,  of 
which  the  certificates  had  already  been  de- 
posited in  the  hands  of  his  clerk  in  court, 
imder  orders  in  the  cause  of  the  28th  of 
March  and  3rd  of  May  1833;  and  other 
consequential  declarations  were  given  with 
respect  to  the  shares  and  the  dividends  and 
profits  received  by  the  defendant  in  respect 
of  them ;  and  the  decree  then  proceeded 
to  give  directions  in  respect  of  the  money 
payment  provided  for  by  those  agreements. 
Upon  the  plaintiff's  statement,  it  appears 
that  up  to  the  month  of  June  1838,  when 
the  motion  to  produce  an  indenture  of  the 
4th  of  July  1832  was  made  and  refused,  the 
plaintiff  prosecuted  the  decree.  Unless  the 
East  London  Gas  Light  Company  had  ex- 
isted, the  plaintiff  could  not  have  had  shares 
in  it;  and  if  he  claimed  to  have  shares  in 
it,  he  could  only  have  shares  in  the  com- 
pany according  to  its  constitution.  The 
company  was  constituted  by  an  indenture 
of  the  21  St  of  February  1832,  and  the  con- 
veyance to  the  company  by  Paynter  of  certain 
leasehold  tenements  in  Prossom's  Island  and 
New  Crane,  held  under  leases  of  the  9th 
of  July  and  1st  of  November  1830,  and 
of  the  works  thereon,  was  made  by  an  in- 
denture of  the  4th  of  July  1832.  These 
two  indentures  gave  full  and  complete 
existence  to  the  East  London  Company, 
in  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  have 
500  shares.  By  the  agreement  of  the 
29th  of  October  1831,  Paynter  was  for 
two  years  to  hold  the  shares  as  a  trustee 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  then  transfer  them  to 
him.     Consistently  with  that  stipulation, 


and  without  fraud,  as  far  as  I  can  perceive, 
the  indenture  of  the  21st  of  July  1832  was 
prepared  and  executed.     Clauses  132, 141, 
144,  contemplated  and  admitted  the  case 
of  a  proprietor  being  a  trustee  for  another 
person,  Uiough,  by  the  152nd  clause,  it  was 
provided    that,   as  between  the  company 
and  any  person  claiming  to  be  a  proprietor, 
the  share  register-book  should  be  conclu- 
sive evidence.     And  the  29th  clause,  which 
regarded  the  payment  of  dividends,  provid-> 
ed  that  no  one  should  receive  them  who  was 
not  actually  a  party  to  the  deed;  clauses 
25,  156,  and  157  provided  for  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the   company.     All  diese  clauses 
seem  to  be  in  common  form.    According  to 
the  agreements,    Pa3mter    ought,   at    the 
end  of  two  years,  to  have  transferred  500 
shares  into  die  name  of  the  plaintiff ;  and 
because  he  refused  to  perform  the  agree- 
ments, the  plaintiff  filed  his  original  bill  on 
the  9th  of  October  1832.  It  was  said  for  the 
plaintiff,  in  argument,  that  the  agreement 
of  the  29th  of  October  1831,  did  not  autho- 
rize Paynter  to  carry  into  effect  the  agree- 
ment of  the  25th  of  October  1831,   and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  aware  of  it  when 
he  signed  the  agreement  of  the  29th  of 
October.     Suppose  he  was  not,  yet  the 
agreement  of  the  29th  of  October  autho- 
rized Paynter  to  sell,  and  the  sale  consisted 
not  in  making  the  agreement  of  the  25th  of 
October,   but*  in   subsequently  conveying 
the  property,  and  receiving  die  eonsider- 
ation,  both  of  which  Paynter  was,  by  the 
agreement,  authorized  to  do.     And,  even  if 
there  had  been  a  doubt  upon  the  point,  yet, 
as  the  plaintiff  filed  his  original  bill,  and 
obtained  his  decree  to  have  500  shares  in 
the  new  company,  he   cannot  now    turn 
round  and  repudiate  the  sale  by  means  of 
which  the  East  London  Company  came  into 
existence.     It  appears,  however,  that  in  the 
year  1835  the  East  London  Company,  under 
the  provisions  of  their  deed  of  settlement, 
was  dissolved,  and,  as   I  imderstand   the 
matter,  legally  and  properly  dissolved,  not- 
withstanding die  language  used  in  the  books 
of  the  East  London  Company,  and  the 
books  of  the  Ratcliffe  Company ;  the  trans- 
action was  not  an  union  of  the  two  com- 
panies, but  a  dissolution  of  the  one,  and  a 
purchase  of  its  property  by  the  other ;  and 
accordingly,  by  indenture  of  the  27th  of 
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July  1835,  the  leasebold  tenements   and 
works  of  the  East  London  Company  were 
assigned  to  the  Ratcliffe  Company,  in  con- 
sideration of  22,500i.,  of  which  10,750^. 
was  paid  in  money,  and  the  residue,  being 
11,750/.,  was  paid  for  by  shares  in  the 
Ratcliffe  Gras  Company.     It  is  true,  that  in 
the  progress  of  these  matters,  a  notice  of 
the  30th  of  December  1831  was  served  on 
Messrs.  Offor  and  others,  the  intended  di- 
rectors of  the  East  London  Company ;  but 
that  notice  was  inconsistent  with  the  agree- 
ment of  the  29th  of  October  1831,  which 
authoxized  a  sale,  and  with  the  plaintiff's 
daim  by  his  original  bill.      A  notice  of 
the  18dbi  of  August  1832,  served  on  the 
same  parties,  was  a  notice  entirely  consis- 
tent with  the  fitct,  that  the  East  London 
Company  existed,  but  inconsistent  with  the 
provisions  of  its  deed  of  settlement;  and 
the  notice  of  the  12th  of  May  1835,  served 
on  the  directors  of  the  East  London,  and 
on  the  Ratcliffe  Company,  by  giving  notice 
of  the  suit  of  Pinkus  v.  PayrUer^  shewed 
that  the  plaintiff  in   effect  was  claiming 
shares  in  die  East  London  Company  in  the 
way  that  he  claimed  them  in  that  suit.  The 
bond  of  indemnity  dated  the  2nd  of  Sep- 
tember 1835,  and  the  indemnity  deed  of  the 
1st  of  October  1836,  carry  the  matter  no 
farther.     The  plaintiff's  conduct  seems  to 
me  to  have  been  full  of  inconsistency.     By 
reading  the  prayer  of  the  bill  it   is  im- 
possible to   make  out  what  the  plaintiff 
claims;  he  does  not  seem  to  know  whether 
his  present  bill,  filed  on  the  5th  of  June 
1839,  is  to  be  considered  as  an  original 
or  a  supplemental  bill,  or  an  original  and 
supplemental  bill.      It  appears,  however, 
that  in  consequence  of  the  fiat  in  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  1st  of  July  1839,  against 
Paynter,  the  plaintiff,  on  the  10th  of  August 
1839,  filed  a  supplemental    bill    against 
Paynter's  assignees,  in  which,  speaking  of 
this  very  bill,  filed  against  the  Ratcliffe 
Company,  he  calls  it  a  supplemental  bill, 
and  in  another  place,  the  secondly  men- 
tioned or  supplemental  bill.     And  in  truth 
it  is  a  supplemental  bill ;  that  is,  supple- 
niental  as  to  the  original  defendant  Paynter, 
though  original  as  to  the  new  defendants. 
It  certainly  is  not  a  bill  of  revivor.     The 
tnith  is,  that  the  plaintiff  aims  at  having  the 
benefit  of  the  original  decree,  and  at  the 
same  time  having  relief  in  the  same  manner 


as  if  the  East  London  Company  had  nev^r 
been  formed,  or  had  been  formed  in  a  dif- 
ferent manner  firom  what  it  really  was.  In 
my  opinion,  no  fraud  or  improper  conduct 
is  imputable  to  the  Ratcliffe  Company  or 
the  directors  of  the  East  London,  other 
than  the  defendant  H.  Paynter,  and  as  to 
them,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 
As  against  the  assignees  of  Pa3mter,  the  ac- 
counts directed  by  the  former  decree  must 
be  carried  on ;  and  as  the  500  shares  have 
ceased  to  exist,  the  estate  of  Paynter  will  be 
liable  to  pay  their  value,  with  interest  at 
five  per  cent,  from  the  time  when  dividends 
ceased  to  be  payable  upon  them,  that  is, 
from  the  25th  of  March  1835.  What  may  be 
found  due  on  taking  the  former  accounts, 
and  for  the  value  of  the  shares  and  inter- 
est, must  be  proved  against  the  estate  of 
Paynter. 


M 
Mar 


.R.     \ 
.  29.  J 


BELCHER  V,  WHITMORE. 


Settlement — Insolvent — Preliminary  In- 
quiries— ^th  Order  of  May  1839 — Produc- 
tion of  Documents^^Costs. 

In  1835,  E*  W.  assigned  to  trustees  a  policy 
of  assurance  for  5,000i.  iipofi  trusts^  for  the 
benefit  of  his  children^  on  attaining  the  age  of 
twenty-oneyearSf  or  marriage,  E,  W.  after- 
wards  became  bankrupt,  whereupon  his  assig- 
nees filed  a  bill  against  the  trustees  and  the 
children,  seeking  to  set  aside  the  settlement 
as  voluntary,  and  executed  during  the  insol- 
vency of  the  settlor  :  the  answers  to  the  biU 
denied  the  charge  of  insohency,  A  molioii 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  for  a  reference 
to  the  Master,  under  the  5th  Order  of 
May  1839,  to  inquire  into  the  number  of 
children  of  E,  W.,  and  when  bom,  and  whe- 
ther any  of  them  had  died,  having  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-one,  or  having  been  mar- 
ried, and  who  were  their  legal  personal 
representatives,  S^c,  was  refused;  and  the 
costs  of  the  motion  were  reserved  till  the 
hearing. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  the 
assignees  of  Edward  Whitmore,  to  set  aside 
a  settlement  of  a  policy  of  assurance  for 
5,000^.,  executed  by  him  in  £stvour  of  his 
children.  In  the  year  1812,  a  marriage 
took  place  between  Edward  Whitmore  and 
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T.  K.,  when  a  sum  of  l,oeoi.  stock  was 
settled  upon  trust,  as  to  the  dividends*  for 
the  benefit  of  the  husband  and  wife,  during 
their  respective  lives,  and  after  the  decease 
of  the  survivor,  in  trust  as  to  the  capital 
stock,  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of  the 
marriage,  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or 
on  marriage;  subject,  however,  to  a  power 
of  appointment  in  favour  of  the  children  by 
£•  Whitmore.  There  were  seven  children 
of  the  marriage,  idl  of  whom  survived  their 
mother.  In  March  1885,  Edward  Whit- 
more  assigned  to  two  tmstees  (who  were 
appointed  by  virtue  of  a  power  contained  in 
the  deed  of  settlement  executed  in  the  year 
1812X  a  policy  of  assurance  for  the  sum  of 
5,000/.,  upon  ihe  trusts,  as  regarded  the  chil- 
dren, declared  by  that  deed,  and  within  a 
short  time  after  the  date  of  the  assignment 
of  the  policy,  Edward  Whitmore,  under  a 
power  reserved  to  him  for. that  purpose  in 
the  settlement,  appointed  in  &vour  of  one 
of  the  children  of  the  marriage,  (who  had 
intermarried  with  W.  R.  W.  Helsey),  and 
her  issuej  one-seventh  part  of  the  proceeds 
to  arise  from  the  policy  of  assurance.  The 
defendants  to  the  bill  were  the  trustees  of 
the  settlement  and  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  the  husbandis  of  such  of  them  as 
were  manied  and  their  issue;  and  the  bill 
ckaiiged,  that  at  the  date  of  ^  assignment 
Edward  Whitmone  was  insolvent.  The  de- 
fendants, the  tzusftees,  admittsd  the  pofloos 
sion  by  them  of  the  deeds  and  documents 
relating  to  the  poltey  of  assuianee ;  but  they 
and  die  other  de&ndants,  by  their  answers, 
denied,  as  to  their  belief,  the  insolvency  of 
1L  Whitmore  at  the  date  of  the  assignmant. 

Mr*  Fwrii  and  Mr.  Wnu  Prior ^  on  bei* 
half  of  the  plaintiffs,  sow  oMoved  fi>r  the 
production  of  the  docuraents  rdating  to  the 
policy  of  assDEanoe,  and  alsoior  a  sefisrsnce 
to  the  Master  to  asceitain  the  children  of 
the  marriage  of  £•  Whitmore  and  Fraaoes 
his  wife,  and  whether  any  of  them  wese 
dead,  and  who  wese  the  1^^  personal  ze- 
presentatives  of  such  of  them  as  were  dead, 
having  previously  attained  the  age  of 
twenty^-one  years ;  and  for  a  like  reference 
aa  to  t^  children  of  W.  E.  W.  Helsey  and 
his  wife ;  and«itsd  Hmmkimi  v.  HankwS)* 


Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  W^ifoie^  £m 
the  trustees,  consented  to  the  production  of 
the  deeds  and  documents  in  question,  but 
objected  to  the  reference,  the  insolvency 
alleged  by  the  bill  having  been  denied  by 
the  answers.  It  was  contended,  Aat  the 
reference  would  be  an  unnecessary  expense 
in  case  the  alleged  insolvency  were  not 
proved  by  the  plaintiffs;  and  that  by  the 
word  "must,"  in  the  dth  Order  of  May  0, 
1889  (2X  must  be  intended  a  reaagnablc 
necessity  that  pBelimiaary  inquiries  would 
be  directed  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause-^ 
Topham  v.  Lightbod^  (3). 

Mr.  G.  Turner^  for  the  defendants  Halsey 
and  wife,  contended,  that  by  their  aiiawievs, 
a  valuable  consideration  was  shewn  to  have 
been  given  fox  the  settlement  raad^  on  their 
marriage ;  and  that  as  it  nowhere  appeared  at 
present  either  that  the  settlor  was  insolvent 
at  th^  date  of  the  settlementi  or  that  the 
settlement  was  a  voluntery  one,  the  motian 
ought  to  he  refused. 

The  other  cases  cited  were— 

FroH  V.  Hamilton^  4  Beav.  83 ;   and 
Breeze  v.  EngUek^  2  Haoe,  118. 

The  Master  of  thx  Roixs^— A  pre- 
liminary inquiry  will  not  be  ordered  unless 
for  some  us^ul  purpose,  and  the  Court 
must  be  satisfied,  from  the  contents  of  the 
answers,  that  such  inquiry  will  be  proper. 
The  plaintiffs  seek  to  set  aside  a  settlement 
of  a  policy  of  assumnoe,  executed,  as  they 
all^^*  at  a  time  when  the  settlor  was  in- 
solvent, and  this  is  a  point  to  be  litigated 
Jietween  the  phuotifb  and  the  several  parties 
claiming  under  the  settlement :  the  imswers 
deny  the  circumstances  on  which  the  plain- 
tiffs found  their  claim;  and  as  there  is 
nothing  before  me  at  present,  but  a  denial 
of  the  plaindffii'  claim,  I  must  refiise  the 
motion  so  for  as  it  seeks  an  order  for  pre- 
liminary inquiries,  but  shall  direct  the  pro- 
duction of  the  documents  relating  to  the 
settlement,  and  reserve  the  costs  of  the  mo- 
tion till  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 

<2)  Ord.  Caa.  1S6 ;  8  Law  J.  Rep.  Chsae.  278. 
<S)  1  Bars,  289. 


(t)  t  Han,  ^48;  t.o.   11  Linr  J.  R-ep.  (f^.8.) 
Chaoc.  428. 
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Mali* 

1849. 
Jui.  94,  35,  26.      ^ 

jQ     '  >    SELBY  V,  JACKSON. 

1844. 

Jtn.  SS,  29, 80,  81 . 

Lunatic — Deeds — Duresa. 

Deed$  uere  eaeeeuUd  fty  o  party  while  he 
was  m  c^njlmemeni  m  a  hiaatio  asyium.  He 
read  Ihem  o9er  hefi>re  he  executed  them,  and 
mggested  several  alterations^  and  acquiesced 
in  them  for  several  months  after  his  discharge 
from  the  asfflwn,  A  IM^  filed  by  him  afler^ 
war ds^  for  the  purpose  of  setting  these  deeds 
Mde,  was,  under  the  circumstances,  dis- 


The  plaintiff,  in  thii  suit,  in  which  his 
wife's  fiither,  James  Jackson,  and  two  bro* 
then,  Andrew  Jackson  and  John  Reid  Jack- 
son, were  the  defendants,  had  been  engaged 
sereral  years  in  carrying  on  the  business 
of  a  wine-merchant,  and  in  1881,  he  en- 
tered into  a  specokition  for  the  introduc- 
tion into  this  country  of  the  wine  called 
^'Masdeu."  This  enterprise  was  not  so 
saoceasfbl  as  the  plaintifFhad  expected,  and 
in  January  1840,  he  became,  as  the  bill 
allied,  f^m  over  exertion,  mental  and 
bodily,  temporarily  deprived  of  his  reason, 
and  was  in  that  month,  under  medical  cer- 
tificates, committed  to  the  care  of  Dr.  Allen, 
at  his  lunatic  asylum.  About  the  beginning 
of  February  1840,  the  plaintiff  had  partially 
recovered,  and  was  permitted  to  go  to  Lon- 
don, to  the  house  of  his  brother-in-law, 
whore  he  remained  three  weeks;  but  the 
malady  then  returning,  the  plaintiff  was 
again  taken  to  Dr.  Allen's  asylum,  and  he 
continued  thereuntil  the  29th  of  July  1841, 
when  he  was  discharged,  and  had  ever  since 
continaed  of  sane  mind. 

On  the  30th  of  June  1840,  the  plaintiff's 
&ther-in-law,  Samuel  Brown  Jackson,  went 
to  the  plaintiff  at  the  asylum,  with  two 
deeds.  The  plaintiff,  while  those  two  parties 
were  with  him,  had  hk  arms  confined,  and  so 
fettered  as  to  be  unable  to  do  any  injury  to 
himself  or  others,  and  just  be£bie  being  taken 
into  the  nxmi  where  the  Jacksons  were,  his 
nfl^t  ann  was  unfettered,  but  the  keepers 
were  in  attendance,  and  in  that  condition  he 
was  requested  to  read  the  deeds^  which  he 
did ;  but,  as  the  bill  alleged,  had  no  reoollee- 
Nbw  Sekibs,  XIII. — Cranc. 


tkm  of  the  eflbct  thereof,  exeept  that  he 
understood  that  the  object  of  the  deeds  was 
to  enable  the  defendants  to  manage  the 
plaintiff's  affidrs,  and  to  carry  on  his  busi- 
ness during  the  continuance  of  his  malady, 
or  if  thought  requisite,  to  wind  up  the  said 
business,  and  to  settle  all  claims  in  respect 
thereof.  The  plaintiff  read  over  the  deeds, 
and  suggested  some  alterations,  which  were 
made,  and  the  plaintiff  then  executed  them ; 
and  immediately  afterwards  the  fetters  were 
replaced  on  his  right  hand. 

The  defendants  carried  on  the  businesB 
fer  the  plaintiff  during  all  the  time  of  his 
confinement,  and  upon  his  discharge  he 
began  to  attend  to  the  business  again  ;  and, 
as  the  bill  alleged,  found  out  l^bat  it  had 
been  greatly  mismanaged,  and  upon  com- 
municating his  opinion  to  the  defendants, 
they  excluded  him  altogether  from  the  place 
at  which  the  business  was  carried  on. 

The  bill  charged,  that,  at  the  time  the 
plaintiff  executed  the  deeds,  he  was  in 
duress,  and  was  not  a  firee  agent ;  and  that, 
therefore,  whether  he  was  or  was  not  capa- 
ble of  understanding  the  effect  of  the  said 
deeds,  the  same  were  legally  invalid;  but 
also  charged,  that  at  the  time  he  executed 
the  said  deeds,  he  was  incapable  of  employ- 
ing a  correct  and  proper  judgment  as  to  the 
nature  and  effect  thereof. 

The  plaintiff  afterwards  obtained  copies 
of  the  deeds  from  the  defendants.  One  of 
them  was  a  deed  of  arrangement  wilh  the 
creditors  of  the  plaintiff,  by  whidi  they 
agreed  to  accept  a  composition  upon  the 
amount  of  their  debts,  his  fether-in-law 
being  one  of  the  creditors,  and  not  yet  paid, 
and  the  other  was  an  assignment  by  the 
plaintiff  to  his  two  brothers-in-law,  of  his 
stock  in  trade  and  effects,  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  the  object  of  the  other  deed. 

The  bill  prayed,  that  the  deeds  might  be 
set  aside,  and  that  accounts  might  be  taken 
of  the  monies  received  by  the  two  defen- 
dants, who  were  trustees  under  ^e  deed,  in 
carrying  on  the  plaintiff's  business,  and  for 
an  inquiry,  whether  it  had  been  properly 
carried  on. 

Those  parts  o^  the  answer  which  were 
most  important,  are  stated  so  fully  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that 
it  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  them. 

The  ^aintiff  appeved  in  person  to  eon- 
duct  his  own  case. 
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Mr.  Kinderdey  and  3fr,  Rogers  appeared 
for  the  defendants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. — In  this 
case,  the  plaintiff,  by  his  bill,  prays  that  cer-. 
tain  deeds,  which  are  dated  the  20th  of  May 
1840,  and  which  he  says  were  executed  by 
bim  whilst  under  confinement  for  unsound- 
ness of  mind,  were  and  are,  against  him, 
void  and  invalid,  and  ought  to  be  set  aside. 
The  rest  of  the  prayer  is  for  relief  conse- 
quential on  that  part  of  it  which  I  have 
stated.  By  the  deeds  in  question,  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff  was  assigned  to 
two  of  the  defendants,  and  he  seeks  the 
relief  which  is  asked  for  by  this  bill,  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  induced  to  execute  the 
deeds  whilst  he  was  confined  in  a  lunatic 
asylum,  under  medical  certificates  that  he 
was  a  proper  subject  for  such  confinement ; 
that  his  state  was  such  that  his  person  was 
fettered,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  him 
doing  injury  to  himself  and  others ;  that  he 
was  required  to  execute,  and  did  execute, 
the  deeds  in  the  presence  of  his  keepers, 
and  was,  for  the  occasion,  partially  relieved 
from  his  fetters,  with  the  intent,  which  was 
carried  into  effect,  of  his  being  immediately 
afterwards  subjected  to  the  former  constraint. 
The  circumstances  thus  alleged  are,  no 
doubt,  very  important,  and  of  themselves 
are  strongly  calculated  to  invalidate  the 
deeds ;  but  when  this  Court  is  called  on  to 
set  aside  deeds,  all  the  circumstances,  under 
which  they  were  executed  must  be  takea 
into  consideration.  In  this  case,  it  is  very 
remarkable  that  there  is  no  allegation  of 
fraud  against  the  defendants,  or  any  of  them ; 
no  pretence  that  coercion  was  used,  or  any 
stratagem  or  any  contrivance  employed,  to, 
compel  or  induce  the  plaintiff  to  do  an  act 
in  any  way  tending  to  the  personal  benefit  of 
the  defendants,  ox  any  of  them.  There  is  no 
pretence  of  any  imposition, — no  allegation 
that  the  plaintiff  had  not  the  means  of  un- 
derstanding, and  was  not  capable  of  under- 
standing the  effect  of  what  he  did;  and 
instead  of  any  allegation  that  the  act  done 
was  injurious  to  the  plaintiff,  or  contrary  to 
his  interest  at  the  time,. or  was  intended 
otherwise  than  for  the  Benefit  of  himself 
and  his  family,  the  plaintiff  has  at  the  bar 
frankly,  and,  no  doubt,  properly  and  truly, 
stated,  that  the  defendants  were. actuated  by 
motives  only  of  kindness  towards  himself 


and  his  fami1y,»-that  the  act  done,.tfae  exe- 
cution of  the  deeds,  was,  at  the  time,. an  act 
of  the  highest  prudence,  and  greatly  to  his 
advantage,  and  that  anything  which  the 
plaintiff  has  since  disapproved  of,  has  arisen, 
not  from  any  desire  to  injure  the  plaintiff, 
but,  as  he  alleges,  from  want  of  judgment, 
knowledge,  and  experience  in  carrying  on 
the  plaintiiOT's  business ;  and  the  exclusion 
of  the  plaintiff  from  the  personal  manage- 
ment of  the  business,  has  been  repeatedly 
referred  to  as  the  principal  ground  of  com- 
plaint which  he  has. 

The  question,  however,  is,  whether,  under , 
all  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  Court 
is  to  set  aside  the  deeds.  The  plaintiff 
might  be  entitled — may  be  entitled  to  relief, 
or  to  an  account  under  the  deeds,  supposing 
them  not  to  be  set  aside ;  but  no  such  alter- 
native relief  is  even  asked  for  in  this  case. 
As  the  plaintiff  has  not  replied  to  the  de- 
fendants' answer,  there  is  no  evidence  but 
the  answer  in  the  cause,  and  the  defendants 
having  been  precluded  by  the  plaintiff  from 
every  opportunity  of  examining  witnesses, 
the  statements  which  are  made  in  the  ^answer 
must  be  taken  to  be,  in  all  respects,  true,  so 
&r  as  they  are  consistent  with  themselves. 

Now,  Uien,  what  do  the  facts  appear  to 
be  ?     It  seems,  that  in  the  year  1822,  the 
plaintiff  commenced  business  as  a  wine  and 
spirit  merchant;  that  he  carried  on  that 
business,  for  anything  which  appears  to 
the  contrary,  wiUi  success.      In  the  year 
1831,  he  entered  into  a  speculation  for  in- 
troducing a  new  wine  into  this  country, 
and  seems,  after  the  year  1831,  to  have  been 
very  greatly  employed  in  forwarding  that 
speculation*     In  the  year  1836,  he  took  a 
Mr.  Grey  into  partnership  with  him,  in  his 
retail  business,  and  in  the  month  oi  Sep- 
tember 1837,  Mr.  Grey  and  Mr.  Selby  (the 
plaintiff)  received  Mr.  Bacon  as  a  partner 
with  them.     In  December  1838,  Mr.  Grey 
retired,  and  after  that  Mr.  Selby  and  Mr.  Ba- 
con were  partners  in  the  retail  business,  and 
Mr.  Selby  carried  on  the  wholesale  businett 
on  his  own  account.     In  the  year  1889,  it 
appears    that   Mr.  Selby  became   embar- 
rassed ;  he  was  largely  indebted,  and  was 
involved   in  considerable   difficulties,    li^ 
the  autumn  of  1839,  his  difficulties  '^e'J 
such  that  he  had  proposed  to  relieve  himseli 
from  them,  by  submitting  to  i  a  fiat  in  bank- 
ruptcy :  from  that  course  of  proceeding,  i* 
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seems,  he  was  dissuaded.      The  difficulties 
under  which  he  was,  severely  preyed  upon 
his  mind,  and  towards  the  end  of  18d9,  and 
at  the  h^inning  of  1840,  he  seems  to  have 
suffered  from  mental  disorder,  the  particu- 
lars of  which  are  not  very  minutely  stated 
in  these  proceedings;   hut   which  mental 
disorder,  attended  with  delusions,  and  at- 
tended hy  paroxysms  of  violence,  would 
appear  to   have   rendered  him  dangerous, 
both  to  himself  and  to  others.  In  that  state 
of  things,  his  friends,  the  brothers  of  his 
wi&,  and  other  persons,  seem  to  have  been 
anxious  to  afiK>rd  him  such  assistance  as 
they  might.     It  does  not  appear  that  his 
state  of  mind  was  such  as  to  disqualify  him 
on  ordinary  occasions  from  understanding  his 
business  and  the  state  of  his  afl^drs ;  because 
it  appears,  that  during  the  whole  proceedings 
he  did  take  a  part  in  those  affisdrs,  and  he 
was  personally  consulted,  and  his  opinion 
was  of  weight  and  importance  to  all  those 
who  were  acting  with  him,  and  he  had  an 
opportunity,  which  he  exercised,  of  correcting 
enters  which  were  made  in  the  accounts. 
About  the  beginning  of  January  1840,  and 
whilst  the  mind  of*  this  gentleman  was  in 
the  precarious  state  I  have  observed,  it  was 
proposed  to  have  meetings  of  his  creditors, 
for  the  purpose  of  seeing  whether  some 
arrangement  or  composition  could  not  be 
made  with  them,  by  means  of  which  the 
embarrassments  to  which  he  was  subjected 
should  be  relieved ;  and  several  meetingswere 
held,  which  seem  to  have  been  presided  over 
by  a  gentleman  of  the  name  of  Wilkinson, 
a  personal  friend  of  Mr.  Selby,  the  plaintiff, 
^fore  these  affairs  were  brought  to  a  con- 
dnsion,  he  was  placed  in  a  lunatic  asylum, 
^der  the  care  of  Dr.  Allen.     Being  re- 
moved from  the  excitement  to  which  he  was 
subjected,  he  soon  began  to  shew  signs  of 
'wovery,  and  certainly  appears  to  have  been 
anxious  to  be  relieved  from  the  situation  in 
which  he  was  placed,  and  he  was  accord- 
^S^y>  on  trial,  as  one  may  say,  as  an  expe- 
"n^nt,  taken  away  from  that  house  and 
lodged  in  the  house  of  one  of  his  brothers- 
in-law  ;  and  whilst  he  was  there,  the  exer- 
tions of  his  friends  were  continued  for  the 
purpose  of  making  a  composition  with  his 
creditors,  and  arranging  his  affairs ;  and  that 
he  Was  art  and  part  in  these  matters  is  per- 
fectly clear  from  the  statements  which  he 
aade. 


As  there  is  no  evidence  but  the  answer, 
of  course  that  I  must  rely  upon.  It  is 
stated,  '*  That  about  a  fortnight  after  the 
15th  day  of  January  1840,"  which  was  the 
day  he  was  placed  under  the  care  of  Dr. 
Allen,  the  defendants  went  to  visit  him, 
*'  and  found  him  so  much  better,  that  Dr. 
Allen  thought  he  might  return  to  London 
for  a  short  time  by  way  of  trial,  and  accord- 
ingly the  defendant  John  Reid  Jackson 
brought  the  plaintiff  with  him  to  town  in 
his  gig,  and  the  plaintiff  remained  at  the 
house  of  J.  R.  Jackson  about  three  weeks, 
and  afterwards  went  to  Carshalton,  in  the 
county  of  Surrey,  for  a  few  days,  and  then 
again  returned  to  J.  R.  Jackson's  house, 
that  during  part  of  the  time  the  plaintiff  was 
so  at  the  residence  of  J.  R.  Jackson,  the 
plaintiff  was  perfectly  rational,  calm,  and  col- 
lected ;  that  about  this  time,  the  plaintiff's 
affairs  having  been  investigated,  and  found 
to  be  greatly  embarrassed  and  insolvent  to 
a  large  extent,  arrangements  were  about  to 
be  entered  into  for  a  settlement  with  the  cre- 
ditors of  the  plaintiff  and  of  his  partner, 
Thomas  Parry  Bacon ;  and  with  a  view  to 
propositions  being  made  to  such  creditors, 
a  list  of  the  assets,  consisting  (among  other 
things)  of  debts  owing  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
to  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Thomas  P. 
Bacon,  was  prepared;  that  the  defendant, 
J.  R.  Jackson,  had  very  many  conversations 
during  such  proceedings  with  the  plaintiff, 
when  in  possession  of  his  faculties,  as  to  the 
state  of  his  affairs,  and  the  compositions 
that  should  be  offered  to  the  said  creditors ; 
and  the  plaintiff  was  very  anxious,  and  par- 
ticularly impressed  upon  the  defendant,  J. 
R.  Jackson,  that  he  and  the  defendant 
A.  Jackson,  should  take  care  not  to  offer 
such  composition  as  his  estate  would  not 
afford,  or  that  would  involve  the  defendants 
James  Jackson  and  John  Reid  Jackson, 
(who  it  was  in  contemplation  should  give 
security  for  such  composition,)  and  the 
plaintiff  went  very  carefully  over  such  list, 
and  made  his  remarks  on  very  many  of  the 
debts  comprised  therein,  which  observations, 
on  reference  to  T.  P.  Bacon,  were  found  to 
be  correct;  that  anong  such  list  of  debts, 
there  were  several  at  Manchester  or  the 
neighbourhood,  and  the  plaintiff  requested 
that  the  defendant,  John  Reid  Jackson, 
should  write  to  one  Mr.  Armstrong,  at  Man- 
chester, with  a  stalomont   of  debts  owin^ 
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from  persons  in  that  neighbourhood,  and 
inquire  as  to  the  probability  of  their  being 
paid,  and  John  B^id  JadLscm  did  write 
to  Mr.  Armstrong  accordingly,  and  sub- 
niitted  such  letter  to  the  plaintifry  who 
approved  thereof;  and  the  plaintiff,  at  the 
time  he  30  went  over  the  said  list,  and  in 
all  the  conversations  with  the  defendant, 
John  Reid  Jackson,  relative  to  his  affairs, 
appeared  to  have  a  clear  and  distinct  com* 
prehension  thereof,  and  the  defendant  John 
Reid  Jackson  did  persuade  the  plaintiff 
at  that  time  not  to  go  to  his  business  pre- 
mises at  Burleigh  Street,  in  order  to  prevent 
any  excitement  in  him  or  a  recurrence  of 
his  malady,  which  might  be  produced  by  a 
collision  with  his  creditors."  And  in  an- 
other part  of  the  answer,  it  is  said,  "  That 
some  of  the  plaintiff's  delusions  having 
reference  to  his  domestic  affidrs,  it  was  not 
thought  advisable  to  permit  Uie  plaintiff 
to  reside  at  his  own  residence,  though  he 
was  allowed  to  go  there  daily;  and  the 
plaintiff  was,  as  hereinbefore  a^iears,  kept 
away  from  his  business  premises,  under  t£e 
impression,  that  as  his  business  was  one  of 
the  predisposing  causes  of  his  insanity,  it 
might  in  the  plaintiff's  then  state  of  mind, 
cause  a  relapse  of  his  said  malady." 

It  is  here  distinctly  stated,  therefore,  that 
at  some  periods,  though  not  during  the 
^hole  time — for  there  is  no  deception  pmc« 
tised  in  that — ^he  was  at  times  in  a  state 
not  only  capable  of  attending  to  his  affairs, 
but  in  some  periods  he  was  in  a  perfectly 
calm  and  collected  state  of  mind ;  that  at 
those  periods  when  he  was  so,  he  was  con- 
sulted on  the  affairs  of  his  business,  and 
he  attended  calmly  and  rationally  to  thern^ 
and  was  then  capable  of  undenitanding 
what  was  done*  I  am  now  referring  to  the 
period  when  this  gentleman  was  not  in  the 
lunatic  asylum,  but  when  he  was  at  the 
house  of  his  brother-in-law ;  he  was  kept 
from  his  business,  he  was  kept  from  his 
home,  but  he  was  not  kept  from  all  know- 
ledge of  the  investigation  of  his  affiors :  on 
the  contrary,  he  advised  and  assisted  in  that 
respect  Whatever  was  the  cause,  however, 
of  his  improvement  not  bring  lasting,  it  does 
not  appear  to  have  continued,  lor  on  the 
7  th  of  March  1840  he  was  replaced  under 
the  care  of  Dr.  Allen.  But  after  he  was 
replaced  in  the  asylum,  further  communi- 
cations were  made  to  him  in  respect  of  his 


he  seems,  aa  fur  as  eu  be  jvdged 
from  the  statements  which  are  madehefe,  to 
have  been  kept  from  time  to  time  fblly 
quainted  with  the  airangemcats  tiiey 
then  making  with    the    creditors.      The 
arrangement  then  making  with  the  creditoKs 
was  for  an  agreement,  by  which  they  akould 
release  their  several  claims  upon  having 
compositions  paid  to   them  in  a  certain 
manner,  but  as  to  a  greater  number  of  the 
compositions,  upon  tiieir  being  secured  to 
them  by  Mr.  James  Jackson,  the  fiithoT'- 
in-law,  and  Mr.  John  Reid  Jack«m»  one 
of  the  brothers-in-law  of  the  plaintiff :  the  j 
were  entering  into  personal  liabilities   to 
induce  the  creditors  to  aeoept  aoompoaiticm 
and  to  grant  the  release  which  was  required^ 
in  order  that  this  gentleman  mi^t  be  le* 
lieved  from  bis  embarrassments.     Several 
conversations  were  held  with  him,  and  on  the 
14th  of  May,  before  the  arrangements  were 
altogether  completed,  there  was  actually 
given  to  Dr.  Allen,  for  the  purpose  of  its 
being  communicated  to  this  gentleman,  a 
statement  of  his  affiiirs,  and  the  propooition 
of  what  was  intended  to  be  done.     The 
defendants  say,  "  That  these  defendants  and 
the  said  S.  B.  Jackson  were  from  time  Co 
time  in  the  habit  of  calling  at  intervals  as 
frequently  as  proper  at  the  said  Dr.  Allen's, 
during  the  time  of  the  said  xesidmce  these, 
to  see  him,  the  plaintiff;    and  they  from 
time  to  time  acquainted  Dr.  Allen  with 
the  state  of  the  plaintiff's  affurs,  and  the 
arrangement    contemplated     theieof,    and 
which  was  subsequently  effected  by  the 
deeds  hereinafter  set  forth ;  and  were  also 
very  often  in  the  habit  of  talking  with  the 
plauitiff  himself  upon  his  affairs,  and  as  to 
the  arrangement  thereof,  in  the  presence  of 
Dr«  Allen»  and  that  upon  one  of  such  ooca* 
sions,  via.  on  the  14th  of  May  1840,  the 
defendant   Andrew  Jackson   and    Samnel 
Brown  Jackson  left  with  Dr.  Allen  a  balanoe 
sheet  of  the  state  of  afhirs  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  also  an  outline  of  the  said  deeds,  which 
may  respectively  be  now  in  the  plaintiff 't 
possession,  for  aught  these  defendimtaknow 
to  the  contrary."   Now,  that  was  on  the  14th 
of  May ;  the  deeds  were  then  prepared,  and 
they  were  prepared  so  as  to  bear  date  on  the 
20di  of  May,  but  the  compositions  not  hav* 
ing  been  effected,  the  anangements,  I  mean, 
not  having  been  completed,  the  execution  of 
the  deeds  was  for  some  time  postponed.    It 
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has  been  made  a  point  here,  whether  they 
were  execfnted  on  the  dOth  of  June,  or  the 
4th  of  July.    Whatever  other  reasons  there 
may  be  for  considering  that  of  importance, 
there  is  nothing  in  Uiis  cause  before  me 
which  makes  it  of  the  least  importance ;  but 
if  it  were  of  the  utmost  importance,  the  only 
evidence  I  have  is,  that  the  deeds  were  exe- 
cuted on  the  4th  of  July.    Notice  of  the  in* 
tention  to  execute  these  deeds  was,  on  the  1  st 
of  July,  given  to  I>r.  Allen,  who  appears  to 
have  been  consulted  on  the  state  of  this 
gentleman's  mind,  and  to  have  been  made 
acquainted  with  the  state  of  his  afiairs. 
On  the  4th  of  July  the  parties  meet.     It  is 
necessary  that  I  should  state  it  is  the  only 
evidence  I  have  of  what  then  occurred,  and 
here  I   have  the  defendants'    statement: 
**  That  previous  to  and  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  said  deeds  as  hereinafter 
mentioned,  the  plaintiff  appeared,  and  the 
defendant   James  Jackson    and    the    said 
Samuel  Brown  Jackson  were  assured  by  Dr. 
Alkn,  that  die  plaintiff  was,  in  &ct,  during 
the  transaction  in  a  rational  and  competent 
state  of  mind  to  execute  the  deeds."     Mr. 
James  Jackson  says,  and  the  other  defen- 
dants helieTe,  that  ''Samuel  Brown  Jackson 
did  carefully  and  deliberately  read  over  to 
the  plaintiff  the  whole  of  the  said  deed  of 
assignment  in  the  presence  of  Dr.  Allen,  and 
of  Thomas  Appleton  Nowell  Preston  (since 
deceased,  his  then  medical  assistant),  and 
also  of  the  defendant  James  Jackson ;  and 
while  Samuel  Brown  Jackson  so  read  over 
the  deed  of  assignment,  the  deed  of  com- 
position and  release  (which  is  very  fully  set 
out  in  the  deed  of  assignment)  was  lying 
hefoTe  the  plaintiff,  who  most  attentively 
inspected  the  same,  and  compared  the  recital 
thereof  as  set  out  in  the  assignment ;  and 
that  while  Samuel  Brown  Jackson  was  so 
'^^ng  over  the  deed  of  assignment,  the 
pkintiff  suggested  some  minute  alterations 
to  be  made  in  the  deeds  with  respect  to 
dates  and  some  clerical  inaccuracies,  and 
^hich  were  accordingly  immediately  made 
by  Samuel  Brown  Jackson,  and  that  Samuel 
^wn  Jackson,  after  the  deed  had  been  so 
Ksd  over  to  the  plamtiff,  explained  to  him 
the  nature  and  effect  of  both   the  deeds : 
that  the  plaintiff  during  his  confinement  in 
the  establishment  of  Dr.  Allen  had  been 
*tthject  to  violent  paroxysms,  and  evinced 
ft  tendency  to  self-injury  and  violence,  and 


the  defendants  have  been  infbrmed,  and  verily 
believe,  that  the  plaintiff  at  his  intervals 
of  reason  had  the  impression  of  such  afflic- 
tion, and  did  occasionally  (fearing  a  sudden 
return  thereof)  request  has  arms  or  hands  to 
be  secured,  and  would  also,  under  the  ap- 
prehension of  such  attacks,  at  times  request 
to  be  permitted  to  retire  to  his  own  room : 
that  the  plaintiff  was  as  herein  appears  fully 
aware  of  the  nature  and  purport  of  the  said 
arrangement;  that  they  beHeve  and  have 
no  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  fully  understood 
the  nature  and  effect  of  the  deeds,  and 
that  he  was  fully  competent  to  execute  the 
deeds,  and  was  perfectly  willing  to  do  so, 
and  accordingly  did  execute  the  same,  and  in 
the  presence  of  the  defendants  James  Jack- 
son and  Samuel  Brown  Jackson,  and  also 
of  Dr.  Allen,  and  Thomas  Appleton  Nowell 
Preston,  deceased,  who  attested  the  execu- 
tion thereof,  and  subscribed  a  certificate 
thereof  in  the  words  and  in  the  figures  fol-* 
lowing,  or  to  the  purport  and  efibct  follow- 
ing, viz.  We  hereby  certify,  that  the  deed 
of  assignment,  bearing  date  the  20th  day  of 
May  last,  was  read  over  to  Mr.  Selby  in  our 
presence,  he  at  the  same  time  inspecting  the 
deed  of  release  of  the  same  date.  And  we 
further  certify,  that  he  fully  understood  the 
nature  and  effect  of  both  instruments,  and 
was  perfectly  willing  and  competent  to  exe- 
cute them,  and  did  so  in  our  presence.  As 
witness  our  hands  this  4th  day  of  July 
1840." 

With  respect  to  the  fetters,  they  say,  they 
believed  that  at  the  time  they  visited  him 
with  the  deeds,  '*the  plaintiff,  under  the 
circumstances  hereinbefore  appearing,  had 
his  left  arm  partially  confined  by  a  leathern 
belt,  but  that  he  had  not  otherwise  his  arms 
confined,  and  so  fettered  as  to  be  unable  to 
do  any  injury  to  himself  and  others :  that 
they  are  informed  and  believe,  that  it  had 
been,  as  hereinbefore  appears,  the  plain- 
tiff's custom  occasionally  to  have  his  arms 
confined :  that  from  the  circumstances  afore- 
said, they  entertain  no  doubts,  though  the 
defendants  cannot  state  the  same  of  their 
own  knowledge,  that  the  plaintiff  had,  at  his 
own  request,  on  &e  day  in  the  bill  men- 
tioned, before  the  plaintiff  went  into  the  room 
where  the  defendant  J.  Jackson  and  S.  B. 
Jackson  were  with  the  deeds,  had  his  left 
arm  confined  in  manner  before  mentioned  : 
that  they  believe  that  at  such  time  there  was 
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not  the  slightest  occasion  for  any  such  re- 
straint or  precaution." 

It  appears  that  on  the  same  day  on  which 
these  deeds  were  executed,  the  defendants 
have  stated  in  the  answer,  that  the  plaintiff 
executed  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship  of 
his  son,  so  that  he  was  looked  on  evidently 
hy  all  persons  as  heing  competent  to  that 
act. 

As  to  these  deeds,  it  is  unnecessary  to 
state  at  length  what  they  are  further  than 
this,  that  they  appear  manifestly  and  plainly 
to  have  heen,  what  the  plaintiff  himself  had 
called  them — deeds  which  were  executed 
with  the  highest  sense  of  prudence.  He 
was  manifesdy  in  such  a  state  of  emharrass- 
ment  in  his  aiSairs,  besides  the  condition  of 
his  mind,  which  probably  had  been  unsettled 
in  consequence  of  the  difficulties  in  which 
he  was  placed,  and  probably  by  nothing 
else,  that  it  was  utterly  impossible  for  him 
to  proceed.  He  was  deficient,  as  the  de- 
fendants state  in  their  answer,  to  the  amount 
of  several  thousand  pounds.  The  arrange- 
ment comprised  a  settlement  with  his  credi- 
tors, on  the  payment  of  a  composition,  the 
greater  part  of  which  was  secured  by  the 
personal  obligation  and  liability  of  Mr.  J. 
Jackson  and  Mr.  J.  R.  Jackson ;  and,  by 
taking  upon  themselves  that  responsibility, 
they  relieved  him  entirely  from  the  pressure 
of  his  creditors  beyond  his  own  family,  and 
obtained  a  release  for  his  benefit.  In  order 
that  they  might  be  indemnified,  which  was 
a  part  of  their  anrangement  all  through,  it 
was  agreed,  that  he  should  assign  his  estate 
and  effects  to  them,  that  they  should  apply 
the  proceeds  of  it  for  their  indemnity,  after 
paying  the  proper  expenses,  and  when  their 
indemnity  had  been  secured,  they  were  to 
stand  possessed  of  the  whole  surplus  in  trust 
for  the  plaintiff.  So  that  having  given  him 
the  benefit  which  he  obtained  by  means  at 
their  own  personal  liability,  all  that  (ihey 
asked  in  return  was,  that  they  should  be 
indemnified  in  respect  of  their  liability  out 
of  the  property  which  he  at  that  time  pos- 
sessed. 

Now  the  question  here  is,  whether  these 
deeds  are  to  be  set  aside;  whether  these 
gentlemen  are  to  be  left  with  the  advances 
tiiey  have  made  upon  the  settlement  with 
the  plaintiff's  creditors — ^whether  they  are 
to  be  left  entirely  at  the  mercy  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  he  is  to  be  put  into  the  abso- 


lute and  uncontrouled  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty which  remains,  by  setting  aside  these 
deeds,  and  entirely  undoing  all  Uiat  has  been 
done  upon  this  occasion.     The  proposition, 
I  must  confess,  seems  to  me  to  be  of  a  very 
extraordinary  nature.    I  can  hardly  believe, 
from  what  I  have  seen  of  the  plaintiff  on 
this  occasion,  who  has  conducted  his  own 
case,  not  only  with  ability,  but  with  a  very 
considerable  and  laudable  degree  of  candour, 
and  who  has  manifested  the  moral  feeling 
as  well  as  the  ability  he  has  done  on  this  oc- 
casion, that  hecan  really  mean  that  which  this 
bill  purports  to  aim  at,  taking  to  himself  the 
whole  property,  and  the  whole  benefit  which 
his  relations  have  conferred  upon  him  by 
their  own  personal  liability,  and  leaving 
them  without  any  remedy  whatever.    How- 
ever, this  is  manifestly  that  which  is  the 
purport  of  this  bill,  and  it  is  really  suffi- 
cient for  me  to  say,  ^at  that  is  not  a  pro- 
ceeding which  this  Court  can  sanction. 

It  must  be  admitted,  that  the  defendants 
did  an  act  which  can  by  no  means  be  con- 
sidered consistent  with  legal  prudence — 
which  exposed  them  to  very  considerable 
hazard,  which  made  it  incumbent  on  them 
to  shew,  at  any  time  when  they  were  called 
upon  to  do  so,  that  their  proceedings  were 
entirely  fair  and  disinterested;  that  there 
was  not  the  slightest  personal  interest  to  be 
obtained ;   that  there  was  not  the  smallest 
imposition  practised    on  the  other  party. 
They  are  not  entitled  to  the  ordinary  pre- 
snmptions  which  are  given  in  the  general 
transactions  of  mankind.      The  ^mtiS 
being  in  confinement,  under  medicsd  certi- 
ficates justifying  his  being  confined  as  a 
lunatic,  being  at  the  same  time  under  per- 
sonal constraint,  the  burthen   of  proof  is 
thrown  upon  those  who  deal  with  him ;  and 
they  are  not,  as  I  said  before,  entitled  to 
the  ordinary  presumptions  in  their  favoor. 
But  when  ^e  matter  comes  to  be  investi- 
gated, and  it  turns  out  that  they  have  acted 
fidrly  and  disinterestedly  for  the  benefit  of 
their  relative,  and  that  they  have  sought  no 
benefit  themselves ;  that  they  have  done  an 
act  which  for  him  alone  was  of  the  highest 
prudence;  I  say  the  deeds,  and  the  drenm- 
stances  under  which  the  deeds  were  executed, 
become  of  comparatively  trifling  importance. 
If  they  had  assumed  the  management  of  this 
gentleman's  property  without  any  deed  or 
anything  of  the  kind,  it  would  have  been  a 
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haxardouB  act ;  but  if  they  had  asaumed  the 
management  of  his  afiGura  at  a  time  when  he 
was  incomjietent  to  manage  for  himself,  this 
Court  at  least  would  then  have  taken  into 
consideration  the  circumstances  under  which 
they  did  it,  and  would  then  have  investi- 
gatedy  to  be  sure  with  minuteness,  but  would 
have  considered  in  their  favour  the  prudence 
and  propriety  of  their  conduct,  and  not 
have  taken  from  them  the  property  which 
remained  in  their  hands,  when  this  gentle- 
man recovered  the  possession  of  his  reason, 
wiUiout  making  them  an  equitable  allow- 
ance  for  the  expenses  and  for  the  liabilities 
under  which  they  had  put  themselves  for  hia 
benefit. 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  for  me  to  proceed 
further.     It  is  very  true,  that  the  presump- 
tions which  are  to  be  made  against  these  de- 
fendants are  increased,  in  consequence  of  the 
circamstances  being  such  as  to  prolong  this 
gentleman's  confinement  for  a  very  consider- 
able time  after  the  date  of  the  execution  of 
tbese  deeds.     I  think  he  was  not  released 
till  a  year  afterwards,  in  the  month  of  July 
1841.    In  the  meantime,  his  affairs  were 
canied  on  by  those  to  whom  the  deeds 
vere  executed,  and  when  the  plaintiff  waa 
released,  he  naturally  and  properly  had  a 
great  anxiety  to  know  the  state  of  his  affairs. 
He  had  naturally  (but  whether  properly  or 
not  depends  on  other  circumstances)  a  great 
desire  to  be  restored  to  the  full  oontroul  and 
Qumagement  of  his  property.     If  he  had 
desired  to  be  restored  to  the  full  controul 
and  management  of  the  property  for  the 
purpose  of  working  out  that  trust,  which. 
was  to  secure  the  residue  to  himaelf^  it  would 
^ve  been  quite  well.     He  did  interfere  in 
a  manner  which  interrupted  the  busiiMvrar 
^  it  was  intended  to  be   carried  on^b^ 
^c  trnstees.     As  I  have  more  than  once 
observed  in  the   course   of   this   case,  as 
^y  were  trustees  only  for  the  benefit  of 
Mr.  Selby,  as  they  were  accountable  to  him 
for  the  surplus,  and  their  only  interest  waa 
to  indemmfy  themselves,  nothing  can  be 
more  clear  than  the  right  of  Mr.  Selby  to 
^  them,  and  to  keep   them  closely  to 
3<^unt.   He  had  the  surplus  interest;  they 
^  the  right    to  indemnify  themselves ; 
^refore  he  had  a  right  to  call  upon  them 
to  do  it :  but  they,  in  the  meantime,  had 
^  light  to  controul  and  manage  the  pro- 
perty for  their  interest  and  indemnity,  pro- 


vided they  did  it  in  such  a  way  as  was 
consistent  with  his  ultimate  interest.  If 
they  failed  in  that  respect,  Mr.  Selby  had 
a  perfect  right  to  call  them  to  account;  they 
were  trustees  for  him,  subject  to  their  own 
right  of  indemnity,  and  Mr.  Selby  might 
have  filed  a  bill,  (not  like  this  biU,  to  set 
aside  the  deeds,  and  leave  everything  in  the 
state  of  confusion  in  which  it  originally  was,) 
but  stating  that  these  gentlemen,  who  were 
trustees  for  him,  subject  to  their  indemnityt 
were  not  carrying  on  the  business  in  a  proper 
manner,  and  desiring  the  assistance  and  con- 
troul of  this  Court  to  make  them  do  it  in  a 
proper  manner.  If  his  case  was  sustained,  this 
Court  would  have  necessarily  inter£ered  for 
his  protection,  and  would  not  allow  the 
trustees,  because  they  had  a  personal  interest 
for  their  own  indemnity,  to  carry  it  on  in 
such  a  way  as  would  be  injurious  to  their 
cestui  que  trust.  There  is  no  such  relief 
sought;  the  sole  object  aimed  at  by  this 
bill  is  to  set  aside  the  deeds,  and  to  leave 
these  gentlemen  without  any  protection  at 
aU  for  the  advances  they  have  made,  and 
for  the  payment  of  the  composition  on  their 
own  respective  debts. 

Under  these  circumstances,  I  confess  that 
I  do  not  think  the  plaintiff  ia  entitled  to  any 
s^oh  relief  as  is  sought  for  by  this  bill ;  being, 
aa  I  think,  entitled,  if  he  thinks  fit,  to  have 
an  account  of  the. receipts  and  payments  of 
thtfse  gentlemen  in  the  execution  of  their 
trustS}  he  must  be  under  the  necessity  of 
filing  a  supplemental  bill,  unless  these  de- 
fendants, by  anangement,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  getting  rid  of  what  I  think  is  a 
troublesome  business  for  them,  will  consent 
tp  have  an  account  taken  in  this  cause 
otbevwisei  X  must  dismiss  this  bill. 

*  « 

The  plaintiff  appealed  £rom  this  decision, 
and  the  case  waa  argued  before  the  Lord 
ChaBcellor  by  the  plwntiff,  in  person. 

Mr.  JiomiUjfi  and  Mr.  Rogers  appeared 
for  the  defendants. 

Jan.  81, 1844. — The  Lord  Chancellor. 
-f-In  conaideruig  this  matter  I  have  to  con- 
sider it  in  this  way.  There  is  a  bill  and  an 
answer,  and  the  plaintiff  has  not  replied,  so 
that  the  defendants  have  been  precluded 
from  going  into  evidence.  The  facts,  there- 
fore, tibiat  are  stated  in  their  answer,  must  be 
taken  to  be  true,  unless  the  statement  is,  in 
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itself,  improbable,  or  that  those  parts  of  the 
answer  which  bear  upon  the  question  ooatrft- 
diot  and  oppose  each  other.  Taking  that  as 
the  basis,  the  first  question  to  be  considered  is 
this : — These  deeds  may  be  invalid  for  two 
reasons :  first,  as  having  been  obtained  by 
coercion  under  duress,  or,  secondly,  if  the 
party  at  the  time  when  he  executed  the  deeds 
was  not  in  such  a  state  of  mind  as  to  be  ca« 
pable  of  apprehending  the  efi^tof  them,  and 
therefore  not  to  be  bound  by  his  acts.  And, 
undoubtedly,  considering  the  circumstances 
under  which  these  deeds  were  executed,  it  ia 
as  I  before  stated,  incumbent  on  the  defen- 
dants to  make  out  a  clear  and  satisfiEu^ry 
case,  entirely  to  the  satisfiiction  of  the  Court, 
that  they  were  not  executed  under  dureis 
and  by  coercion,  and  that  the  party  at  the 
time  when  he  executed  them  knew  clearly 
what  he  was  doing. 

Now  then,  first,  aa  to  the  question  of 
coercion.  Great  reliance  is  placed  upon 
the  [circumstance  not  only  of  the  plaintiff 
being  confined  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  but  of 
his  person  being  restrained.  His  hands 
were,  as  it  is  said,  fettered ;  the  fetters  were 
taken  off  one  hand  at  the  time  when  he 
was  let  into  the  icom  £dt  the  purpose  of  exe- 
cuting the  deeds.  Though  his  hand  was 
free  horn  restraint  at  that  time,  two  of  the 
ke^en  ware  in  attendance  for  the  purpose 
of  observing  him.  The  master,  the  keeper 
of  the  asylum  was  there,  aad  the  medieal 
man  bdonging  to  the  asylum  waa  also  poe- 
sent.  But  the  answer  stiUes  this,  aai  I 
believe  it  is  not  disputed,  that  this  gentle- 
man himself,  at  the  time  when  he  was  not 
labouring  under  derangement,  waa  afraid  he 
might  commit  personid  violence  to  hiaiBelf 
or  to  others,  and  requealed  that  thia  species 
of  restraint  might  be  imposed  upon  him ;  I 
am  statmg  what  appears  in  the  anawer, 
and  what  appears  in  the  answer  only^  lor  I 
cannot  go  out  of  it.  At  the  time  thai  when 
he  waa  let  into  the  room,  hia  handa  having 
been  previously  confined,  one  of  them  waa 
loosened.  Now,  what  takes  place  in  the 
room  ?  It  ia  not  alleged,  om  tbe  £ice  of  the 
Inll,  that  he  signed  these  deeda  mder  any 
restraiat.  On  the  contrary,  on  the  face  of 
the  bill,  it  waa  stated,  indistinct  tenna,  that 
he  consented  to  sign  these  instruments,  but 
under  a  misapprehension  of  their  purport. 
The  allegation,  therefore,  in  the  bill  is  not 
that  there  was  any  coercion  or  restraint  im- 


posed upon  him  at  the  timahe  executed  these 
deeds»  but  that  he  misapprehended  thecon- 
tents  of  the  deeda ;  he  thereupoi^  consented 
to  sign  them,  which  is  direc^y  inoonsiitaat 
with  the  idea  of  any  coeroion  having  been 
made  use  of  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  him 
to  aign ;  and  in  the  anawer  of  the  defendanti 
it  is  distinctly  andpositivelj  awocn,— ^nd 
I  put  faith  in  that,  aa.tlie  plaintiff  has  nat 
allowed  the  de£9nd«ita  to  go  ii^toevideaoe,-- 
that  no  oontroul  whatever  waa  exardsed  o?er 
him.  I  think,  the&efoce»  as  laraa  relates  to 
thai  part  of  the  case«  it  is  oomplettly  and 
aatisfactoriiy  disproved. . 

Then  the  question  comes  to  tlua»if  he  did 
not  execute  the  deeds  under,  coercion  or 
under  restraint,  was  he  at  that  time  in  such 
a  state  of  mind  aa  to  be  capable  of  binding 
hknself  by  the  execution  of  inatnunents  of 
this  sort  ?    It  is  remarkable  that  there  is  bo 
allegation  in  the  bill  stating  he  was  not  in  a 
state  of  mind  to  enable  bun  to  do  it,  and 
the  plaintifE^  in  his  argument,  stated  mote 
than  onoe  in  distinet  terms,  with  great 
candour  and  liEdmesB,  that  it  was  on^pnally 
inserted  in  the  bill  that  he  waa  in  a  state  of 
mind  to  be  incapable  of  understanding  what 
he  was  about  at  the  time,  but  that  as  he  was 
delennined  that  nothing  should  be  in  tiie 
bill  that  waa  at  all  JD^xrect,  as  he  was 
about  to>  awear  to  the  truth  of  the  bill  for 
the  purpose  of  the  injunction,  he  ordered 
4hoae  words  expreasly  to  be  struck  out  of 
the  bill.     So  that  not  only  ia  there  no  alle- 
gaticm  in  the  bill,  that  he  waa  incapable  of 
understanding  at  that  time  the  effect  of  these 
instnuneDta,  but  such  an  aasertios  bsTiog 
been  in  the  bilU  it  waa  by  his  own  order  aad 
direction  expressly  strudL  out.  Therefore,as 
far  aaodatea  to  the  bill  itself^  there  is  no  aile- 

gatioA  of  it;  but  whmi  we  come  to  the  an- 
swer it  is  distinctly  and  positively  sworn  by 
the  defendants,  that  at  that  time  he  was  per- 
lectiiy  capable  of  understanding  all  he  was 
doing,  that  he  waa  in  possession  of  all  his 
fusalties.  We  know,  firom  what  we  have  seen 
here,  that  he  was  a  man  oi  vigorous  under' 
standiiig,  well  capable  of  understanding  the 
operation  of- instruments  of  this  kind,  fiiU  of 
vigour,  of  mind;  that  he  looked  over  the  in- 
stnunents  with  great  care,  that  he  snggeated 
alterations,  whid^  alterations  were  adopted, 
and  that  atlast  he  ddiberately  executed  them, 
and  when  he  executed  them,  they  were  at- 
tested by  the  two  medical  gentlemen,  Dr* 
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Allen  and  the  amtfatant.  The  defendants 
say  they  beKeve,  and  hare  na  doubt,  that  the 
piahitilf  Mtf  utidenrtood  the  nature  and 
effiect  of  the  said  deeds,  and  he  was  &Uy 
competent  to  ezeente  the  deeds,  and  perfectly 
wOlhig  to  do  so,  and  accordingly  did  exeeute 
the  same  in  thepresenee  of  die  defendant 
John  Reld  Jackson,  and  also  of  Samuel 
Brown  Jackson,  Dr.  Allen,  and  Thomas 
Appleton  Nowell  Preston,  deceased.  Those 
are  the  two  medical  gentlemen  present,  who 
attested  the  execution  thereof,  and  subscribed 
a  eertifieate  thereof  in  the  words  and  figures, 
or  to  the  purport  and  efiect  following ;  twtfe- 
Ueety  '*  Wehereby  certify,"  Sec.  These  are  the 
gendemen  who  had  the  care  and  custody  of 
the  peiami  of  the  {^ntlff,  who  had  attended 
him  in  his  illness.  So  that  not  only  is  there 
no  all^ation  in  the  bUl  that  the  party  was 
not  of  sound  mind  at  the  time,  but  an  allega- 
tion had  been  inserted  which  had  been  delibe- 
nrtely  struck  out :  there  was  no  chaige  of  the 
kind  in  the  bill,  and  in  addition  to  that  there 
is  an  express  statement  by  the  two  medical 
gentlemen,  who  were  present  at  the  time,  that 
he  was  of  sound  mind.  They  certify  this,  in 
attesting  the  execution  of  the  instruments; 
and  the  two  defendants,  who  were  present^ 
swear  in  thm  answer  that  what  he  did  he 
£d  deliberately,  and  that  he  perfectly  under- 
stood the  contents  of  the  instruments. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  plaintiff 
not  having  replied  to  the  answer,  evidence 
hsTiBg  been  exduded,  I  must  take  tine  fSeiets 
that  are  stated  upon  this  answer  as  true ;  and 
it  appears  to  me  that  this  part  of  the  alter- 
luitiye  is  not  made  out,  that  he  neither  was 
acting  under  controul  at  the  time,  nor  was 
he  of  unsound  mhid,  but  that  he  was -in  a 
coB&ion  perfectly  to  transact  business  of 
this  nature,  and  understand  what  the  efibct 
of  the  instruments  were. 

Then  it  is  most  material  to  consider 
^  to  which  I  haTe  before  adverted,  as 
to  iriiat  took  place  after  he  came  out  of 
confinement.  For  three  or  ibur  months 
be  did  not  make  any  codiplaint  with  re- 
ject to  these  deeds;  he  did  not  state  that 
they  were  extorted  from  him  by  duress: 
he  did  not  say,  '*I  was  insane  at  ihe  time  I 
executed  them,  and  oeuld^not  understand 
^purport  and  effect  of  thiem."  For  a  con- 
ndtrafble  time  he  went  on ;  at  last,  when  he 
^^  opposed,  and  wished  to  interfere  in  the 
hutiness  more  than  the  parties  thought  it 
Nbw  Series,  XIII.— Cha.nc. 


was  for  his  interest  to  do,  then  he  turned 
ronuMi  and  said,  "  I  think  diese  deeds  ought 
to  be  altered."  He  did  not  say,  at  that  time, 
^'  I  think  these  deeds  are  good  for  nothing ; 
I  exeouted  them  under  duress,  I  did  not 
understand  the  purport  of  them ;"  his  expiea- 
sion  is, — and  this  is  under  his  own  hand- 
writing, as  set  out  in  the  answer — **  they 
were  applied  to  a  different  state  of  things, 
and,  i  think,  they  ought  to  be  new  modelled 
and  reconstructed."  Therefore,  what  took 
place  after  he  came  out  of  confinement, 
confirms  the  evidence  of  what  took  place  at 
the  time  the  deeds  were  actually  executed. 
Therefore,  I  think  the  case  is  not  at  all  made 
out;  and  that,  under  such  circumstances, 
I  ought  not  to  direct  these  deeds  to  be  de- 
livered up  to  be  cancelled. 

With  respect  to  the  conduct  of  the  defen- 
dants, I  must  say,  that,  according  to  my 
impression  upon  die  facts  as  they  appear  in 
the  bill  and  answer,  they  have  acted  from 
the  most  disinterested  motives;  they  were 
the  close  connexions  of  the  plaintiff,  one  of 
them  his  father-in-law,  two  of  them  his  bro- 
thers-in-law. Hb  affairs  were  in  a  state  of 
embarrassment,  his  understanding  was  affect- 
ed ;  he  was  doanged,  and  in  confinement ; 
his  creditors  were  coming  upon  him»  and  pro- 
bably would  have  seixed  and  wid  hie  pns- 
perty ;  theycametoftcampoiiitioB  withlbecn, 
they  agi!ieed  that  8s.  or  10s.  in  &e  pound 
should  be  received  for  their  debts ;  the  ci«- 
ditors  said,  We  are  willing  to  accept  the 
composition,  provided-— what?  Provided 
you  will  make  younseWes  responsible  for  the 
payment  efit^  What  interest  or  motive  had 
tiiey  in  tet  ?  It  was  subjeeting  them  to  a 
liability  for  tfaeeake  of  the  plaintiff,obviouaiy , 
as  it  appears  to  me,  from  kind  motives  to 
'  him  and  hb  family,  arising  out  of  the  close 
connexion  that  subsisted  between  them. 
After  that  the  deeds  were  executed,  for  the 
puipose  of  carrying  that  arrangement  into 
efieet.  The  object  of  the  deeds,  as  far  as 
they  were  concerned,  is  merely  to  indemmfy 
them  for  any  loss  they  might  sustain  for  the 
liability  they  had  incurred,  the  surplus  to  be 
appropriated  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff. 
It  is  suggested,  and  that  formed  the  great 
part  of  the  speech  of  Mr.  Sdby,  that  they 
have  mismanaged  this  trust,  that  they  have 
conducted  thomselves  ignorantly  and  im- 
properly. Be  it  so.  I  form  no  judgment 
in  respect  of  that ;  I  do  not  say  that  they  have 
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done  so,  or  that  they  have  not;  I  have  not 
the  materials  before  me  to  enable  me  with 
certainty  to  decide  it.  If  they  have  done 
so,  Mr.  Selby  has  his  remedy,  but  it  must 
be  by  a  suit  of  another  description,  as  was 
pointed  out  by  the  Master  of  tbe  Rolls. 
Therefore  I  form  no  judgment,  give  no  opi- 
nion upon  that.  The  only  question  for  my 
Jecision  in  this  case  is,  were  the  deeds  exe- 
cuted under  such  circumstances  as  to  be 
bindingupon  tbe  plaintiff;  and  for  the  reasons 
that  I  have  stated,  I  think  that  they  are  bind- 
ing upon  the  plaintiff.  I  am  satisfied  that  no 
coercion  was  used,  and  also  that  he  perfectly 
understood  the  nature  and  object  of  the  deeds. 
Therefore,  I  think,  under  such  circumstances, 
I  must  affirm  the  decison  of  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  and  direct  that  this  bill  shall  be 
dismissed. 


L.C.  \ 

Feb,  17,  20,  24.  j 


SHERWOOD  0.  WALKER. 


Deed  —  Construction  —  Compromise  — 
Covenant — Debtor  and  Creditor — Insolvent, 

A  party  being  entitled  to  residuary  estate 
under  his  father's  will,  filed  a  bill  for  an 
account  against  his  mother,  who  was  exe~ 
cutrix.  The  suit  was  compromised,  the  exe- 
cutrix  agreeing  to  pay  SOOL  to  trustees,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  son  and  his  family,  and  to 
apply  4001.  in  payment  of  some  of  his  debts 
in  full,  and  to  pay  the  remainder  among  such 
of  his  creditors  as  would  accept  a  compo^ 
sition.  None  of  the  creditors  acceded  to  the 
arrangement,  and  llOl,  remained  in  the  extf- 
cutrix*s  hands.  The  son  then  became  in- 
solvent : — Held,  that  his  assignees  were  not 
entitled  to  claim  the  1701.  from  the  execu- 
trix, 

John  Walker  was  entitled,  under  the  will 
of  bis  father,  who  died  in  1814,  to  his  resi-> 
duary  estate.  John  Walker  attained  twenty- 
one  in  January  1830,  and  in  tbe  course  of 
that  year  filed  a  bill  against  his  mother  Ann 
Walker,  wbo  was  the  executrix  of  bis&ther's 
will,  and  another  defendant  who  waa  exe- 
cutor  of  the  will,  but  who  had  left  the  ma-> 
nagement  of  the  -  estate  to  the  testator's 
widow.  The  bill  asked  for  an  account  of 
the  testator's  personal  estate.  Mrs.  Walker 
appeared,  and  put  in  her  answer ;  but  before 


any  further  proceedings  were  taken  in  the 
suit,  and  in  June  1831,  an  agreement  was 
entered  into  by  Mrs.  Walker  and  her  son, 
by  which  he  was  to  give  up  the  claims 
against  his  mother,  and  she  was  to  pay 
400^.  in  discharge  of  such  of  his  debts  as 
they  should  thereafter  agree  upon,  and  was 
also  to  pay  800/.  to  two  trustees  upon  trust 
for  the  benefit  of  John  Walker  and  his 
children.  This  agreement  was  carried  into 
effect  by  an  indenture,  executed  in  Septem- 
ber 1831,  by  Mrs.  Walker  of  the  first  part, 
John  Walker  of  the  second  part,  and  two 
trustees  of  the  third  part ;  by  which  John 
Walker  assigned  to  Mrs.  Walker  all  his  in- 
terest in  any  property  to  which  he  was  en- 
titled under  his  father's  will;  and  Mrs. 
Walker  thereby  covenanted  with  her  son 
that  she  would,  within  two  months,  pay 
4002.  in  discharge  of  a  sum  of  2292.  10«. 
due  from  him  for  money  lent  and  for  the 
bill  of  costs  of  his  solicitors,  and  pay  the 
remainder  of  the  4002.  among  such  of  his 
creditors  as  should  be  willing  to  accept  the 
same  in  full  discharge  of  their  respective 
debts,  and  should  express  their  consent  to 
Mrs.  Walker  by  the  1st  of  November  fol- 
lowing ;  and  Mrs.  Walker  thereby  cove- 
nanted with  the  trustees  that  she  would,  on 
or  before  the  1st  of  December  next,  pay 
to  them  8002.,  to  be  invested,  and  the  in- 
come to  be  paid  to  John  Walker  for  life, 
unless  he  should  at  any  time  become  bank- 
rupt or  insolvent,  or  assign  or  incumber  his 
interest,  and  then,  upon  certain  trusts,  for 
Ann  Walker  and  the  wife  and  children  oi 
John  Walker. 

Before  this  agreement  was  executed,  a 
list  of  debts  owing  by  John  Walker  was 
handed  to  Mra.  Walker,  amounting  to  about 
4852.,  inclusive  of  the  two  debts  which  were 
to  be  paid  in  fuH. 

Shortly  aflterwards  she  paid  the  2292.10^., 
retaining  1702. 10«.  in  her  hands.  None  of 
the  crecQtora  had  assented  to  accept  a  rate- 
able part  of  this  fund  in  satisfaction  of  their 
debts,  although  she  had  informed  them  of 
the  arrangement  between  herself  and  her 
son. 

In  November  1831,  John  Walker  was 
arrested  for  debt,  and  remained  in  prison 
till  July  1832,  when  he  was  discharged  un- 
der the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act,  and  the 
present  suit  was  instituted  by  his  assignees 
for  the  purpose  of  recovering  from  Mrs. 
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Walker  the  sum  of  170^.  10«.  A  bill  had 
been  filed  by  the  present  plaintiffs,  in  1833, 
for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  the  inden- 
ture of  September  1831,  as  being  fraudulent 
against  John  Walker's  creditors ;  but  Lord 
Cottenham  dismissed  the  bill,  and  expressed 
his  opinion,  that  it  was  a  proper  compromise 
by  Mrs.  Walker  and  her  son. 

This  cause  was  first  heard  before  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  March  1843,  and  the 
bill  was  then  dismissed,  with  costs.  The 
plaintiffs  appealed  from  that  decision. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Smythe,  for  the 
plaintifis,  contended,  that  as  Mrs.  Walker 
had  covenanted  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of 
money,  she  was  bound  to  pay  that  amount ; 
that  the  money  which  was  still  in  her  hands, 
namely,  the  1 70^.,  was  intended  to  be  applied 
for  the  benefit  of  the  son's  creditors,  and  the 
Court  would  take  care  that  such  application 
was  made  in  a  proper  manner. 

Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Bailey^  contra, 
hisisted,  that  the  arrangement  was  intended 
for  the  benefit  of  the  son  and  his  family ; 
and  the  object  of  providing  for  any  of  his 
debts  was  to  protect  him  from  any  hostile 
proceedings  on  the  part  of  his  creditors,  and 
that  object  had  £&iled. 

Sumner  v.  Powell^  2  Mer.  30 ; 

Walluyn  v.  Coutts,  3  Ibid.  707 ; 

Garrard  v.  Litrd  Lauderdale^  3  Sim.  1 ; 
8.  c.  2  Russ.  &  Myl.  453 ; 

Bod^nham  v.  Purchas,  2  B.  &  Aid.  39; 

AeUm  V.  Woodgaie,  2  Myl.  &  K.  492 ; 
s.  c.  3  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  83 ; 
were  cited. 

Feb.  24. — The  Lord  Ch  ancbllor. — The 
plaintiffs  are  the  assignees  of  J.  Walker, 
under  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act,  and  they 
claim  a  sum  of  1702.  10^.,  as  due  to  J. 
Walker,  previously  to  his  insolvency.  That 
claim  is  founded  upon  a  covenant,  by  which 
A.  Walker,  the  mother  of  J.  Walker,  agreed 
to  pay  the  sum  of  8002.  to  trustees,  which 
was  to  be  invested,  and  the  interest  paid  to 
J<  Walker  during  his  life,  but  in  the  event 
of  his  becoming  bankrupt,  or  taking  the 
benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  the  interest 
was  to  be  paid  to  A.  Walker  during  his  life, 
and  after  his  death  to  his  widow  and  chil- 
dren. There  was  a  further  stipulation  that 
the  sum  of  229/.  lOs.  should  be  paid  by  A. 
Walker  to  J.  Walker's  solicitors,  in  discharge 
of  a  debt  due  torn  him  to  a  client  of  theirs, 


and  for  costs  due  to  the  solicitors,  and  a 
further  sum  of  1702.  \0b.  to  be  divided 
amongst  such  of  the  creditors  of  J.  Walker 
as  would  accept  it  in  full  discharge  of  their 
debts,  and  release  J.  Walker  from  all  liability 
in  respect  of  them.  The  creditors  were  to 
declare  their  assent  before  a  certain  day. 
None  of  the  creditors  came  in  under  that 
stipulation ;  and  the  plaintiffs  contend,  that 
that  sum  of  170i.  lOx.  became  the  property 
of  J.  Walker,  and  passed  to  his  assignees 
upon  his  insolvency.  It  is  quite  obvious, 
that  A.  Walker  did  all  that  she  stipulated 
to  do ;  she  invested  the  800i.,  she  paid  the 
2292.  109.  to  the  solicitors  of  J.  Walker, 
and  she  was  ready  to  pay  the  1702.  XOa.  on 
the  terms  of  the  covenant ;  she  has  strictly 
performed  her  part  of  the  covenant;  and  if 
she  had  not,  an  action  might  have  been 
brought  upon  it. 

But  it  is  said,  that  this  sum  of  I70i.  \0s. 
was  in  fact  the  money  of  J.  Walker,  and  was 
a  debt  due  to  him,  and  that  the  assignees 
have  therefore  a  right  to  maintain  an  action 
for  it.  That  depends  upon  the  circumstances 
of  the  transaction;  and  what  were  those 
circumstances?  R.  Walker,  the  father  of  J. 
Walker,  by  his  will,  after  making  provision 
for  his  wife,  gave  the  residue  of  his  estate  to 
J.  Walker,  and  he  appointed  A.  Walker  his 
executrix.  At  the  death  of  his  father,  J. 
Walker  was  only  six  years  old.  He  was 
brought  up  and  maintained  by  his  mother, 
and  at  her  expense ;  and  after  he  became  of 
age,  he  filed  a  bill  against  her  for  an  account. 
He  was  considerably  embarrassed  in  his 
affairs,  and  an  agreement  was  made  for  the 
purpose  of  compromising  and  arranging  the 
suit,  and  Mrs.  Walker  entered  into  a  cove- 
nant in  conformity  with  the  terms  of  that 
agreement.  No  account  was  taken  in  the 
cause,  and  we  have  no  evidence  that  any 
thing  was  due  to  J.  Walker ;  and  we  have 
to  consider,  whether  the  terms  of  the  ar- 
rangement amounted  to  any  admission  that 
the  sum  of  170/.  10#.,  or  any  other  amount, 
was  really  due  to  him.  A  suit  had  been 
instituted  i^ainst  the  mother  by  an  impru- 
dent and  improvident  son.  It  is  quite 
obvious,  that  this  was  an  arrangement  be- 
tween  them  to  put  an  end  to  that  suit;  and 
the  question  is,  whether  the  extent  of  her 
liability  was  determined  by  her  covenant. 
There  is  no  reason  for  assuming  that  the 
arrangement  was  founded  on  her  liability. 
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The  income  of  the  800^.  was  given  to  J. 
Walker  for  his  life,  with  a  proviso,  that  if 
he  became  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  or  at- 
tempted to  alienate  the  income,  it  should  be 
paid  to  Mrs.  Walker  during  her  son's  life. 
The  object  of  this  was  to  keep  him  within 
bounds,  and,  in  factj  as  a  protection  to 
herself.  Then,  with  regard  to  the  other 
transaction  as  to  the  debts,  she  stipulated 
to  pay  them,  provided  the  creditors  would 
discharge  him  altogether  from  those  debts. 
What  is  there  unnatural  in  such  a  transac- 
tion between  her  and  her  son?  Why  are 
we  to  imply  that  the  covenant  was  the 
amount  of  her  liability?  She  incurred  a 
liability  to  a  certain  extent;  but  I  find 
nothing  to  make  me  believe  that  she  had 
any  intention  of  incurring  a  debt,  or  that 
any  sum  was  due  from  her.  I  must,  there- 
fore, construe  the  covenant  according  to  its 
obvious  import,  and  if  so,  there  was  no  Inreach 
of  her  engagement. 

It  was  said,  that  this  defence  was  not  set 
up  by  the  answer :  but  the  answer  states  all 
the  circumstances,  the  former  suit,  the  agree- 
ment, and  the  covenant,  and  the  subsequent 
payment  of  several  sums  for  her  son's  bene- 
fit, exceeding  1 702.,  and  she  insists  that  she 
does  not  owe  anything  to  her  son. 

I  think  there  is  no  ground  to  support  this 
suit;  and  ^e  judgment  of  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  must  therefore  be  affirmed,  and 
with  costs. 


Feb 
March 


L.C.      ^ 
.20,28;  V 
arch  9.    J 


BONSER  V.  cox. 


Principal  and  SweUf — PromiMory  Note, 

R,  together  with  J,  as  his  surHy^  gave  a 
promissory  note  to  bankers^  who  were  to  gi^e 
to  R,  a  draft,  payable  at  three  months.  No 
draft  was  given,  but  the  bankers  immediately 
advanced  the  amount  to  R.  without  the  con- 
currence of  J. : — Held,  that  this  was  a  mb- 
stantially  different  transaction,  and  that  J* 
was  released  ftrom  his  liability  as  surety* 

The  particulars  of  this  case  are  reported 
in  1 0  Law  J.  Rep,  (n.s.)  Chanc.  395.  Cer- 
tain inquiries  were  directed  to  be  made  by 
the  Master,  who  had  since  made  his  re- 
port. 


Mr.  Anderdon,  Mr,  Walker,  Mr,  J,  Rut- 
sell,  Mr,  Bacon,  Mr,  Rolt,  and  Mr,  Sheb- 
beare  appeared  for  the  difierent  parties. 

March  9. — The  Lord  Chancellor. — 
The  circumstances  of  this  case  aie  these  : 
Messrs.  Cox  and   Morxell  carried  on  the 
business  of  bankers  at  Oxford.     Richard 
Cox,  who  was  a  partner  in  that  house,  alio 
carried  on  business  in  another  part  of  the 
country,  and  in  partnership  with  a  penon 
of  the  name  of  Davies.     There  were  sooae 
bills  about  to  become  due  for  which  R.  Cox 
and  Davies  were  responsible.     It  was  ne- 
cessary that  they  should  provide  the  metas 
of  taking  them  up,  and  acoordingly  R.  Coz 
applied  for  some  advance,  to  Cox  &  Mor- 
rell.     They  agreed  to  make   an  advance 
upon  certain  terms ;    John  Cox,  who  vis 
the  brother  of  R.  Cox,  being  surety  for  the 
performance  of  the  engagement.     Accord- 
ingly this  engagement  was  entered  into ;  it 
was  in  the  form  of  a  promissory  note,  but 
not  negotiable.     *'  We  jointly  and  sevoally 
promise  to  pay  Messrs.  Cox  &  Morrdl  999^ 
105.,  for  value  recdved,  by  a  draft  of  three 
months'  date."     This  note  was  signed  by 
R.  Cox,  who  was  the  principal,  and  by  /• 
Cox,  who  was  the  surety.     No  draft  w» 
given  ;    but  without  any  communication 
with  J.  Cox,  a  different  transaction  took 
place  between  R.  Cox  and  Messrs.  Cox  ft 
MorrelL     Cox  &  Morrell  agreed  to  take  op 
the  bills— two  bills  of  500/.  each— which 
were  about  to  be  presented  at  the  hoase 
of  their  correspondents  in  London,  Joim 
Loyd  &  Co.,  and  the  biUs   were  accoid- 
ingly  taken  up.     No  demand  was  made  on 
this  note  upon  J.  Cox,  who  lived  for  some 
years  afterwards  ;   but  after  his  death  s  d^ 
mand  was  made,  out  of  which  the  preeeot 
question  has  arisen;  and  the  question  is, 
whether,    under  these  circumstances,  the 
surety  is  discharged  from  his  engagement 

The  hiw,  wi£  respect  to  principal  snd 
surety,  is  well  known  and  settled;  it  ^ 
strietissimi  juris.  The  party  who  is  sarety 
for  another  for  the  performance  of  an  en- 
gagement,  can  only  he  caUed  opon^^^J" 
rantee  the  performance  of  that  engageB'^'^ 
when  the  engagement  is  carried  into  com* 
plete,  literal,  md  strict  effect.  The  parti« 
have  no  right,  without  the  concurrence  of  we 
surety,  and  without  his  assent,  to  rsry  w^ 
engagement  in  any  material  ciicumst^Bce* 
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it  must  be  strictly  adhered  to :  it  wiU  not 
do  to  substitute  another  engagement,  al- 
though in  substance  it  may  be  the  same, 
and  although  it  may  be  more  beneficial  for 
the  surety.  He  enters  into  a  particular  and 
specific  contract,  and  that  contract  alone  he 
is  bound  to  perform.  The  law  on  this  sub- 
ject is  well  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Bayley 
in  the  case  dted  at  the  bar  of  Whiteher  v. 
Hall{l). 

Now,  adrertiBg  to  these  principles,  it  is 
material  to  consider  what  was  the  situation 
of  Richard  Gox,  as  principal,  and  what  was 
the  nature  of  the  engagement  which  he  first 
entered  into,  and  what  was  the  alteration 
which  was  afterwards  made  in  that  engage- 
ment The  agreement  was,  that  a  draft  at 
three  months  should  be  delivered  to  him. 
The  effect  of  that  agreement  was  to  give 
him  a  credit  to  the  expiration  of  those  three 
months.  Cox  &  MorreU  were  not  to  be 
in  cash  advance  until  the  three  months  had 
expired,  and  therefore  it  was  considered 
on  both  sides,  in  this  argument,  that  that 
engagement  so  entered  into  was  an  engage- 
ment for  three  months' credit.  Richard  Cox 
was  not  to  be  called  on  to  repay  that  ad- 
vwice  until  the  expiration  of  that  period. 
Then,  what  afterwards  takes  place?  No 
dnft  is  given,  but  in  consequence  of  a  com- 
omnication  between  Richard  Cox  and  Messrs. 
MorreU,  the  bills  are  taken  up,  money  is 
advanced,  and,  in  consequence  of  the  ad- 
vance of  that  money,  an  immediate  debt 
accrued  to  Cox  &  Morrell.  The  circum- 
stances out  of  which  or  firom  which  the 
unee  months'  credit  was  to  be  inferred,  never 
took  place.  A  direct  payment  of  money 
was  made  to  the  use  of  Richard  Cox,  and  a 
«ait  might  have  been  instantly  instituted 
for  the  purpose  of  recovering  that  money. 

Jt  appears  to  me,  after  having  considered 
Ae  subject  much,  in  consequence  of  the  dis- 
<^Ottions  that  have  taken  place,  that  this  was 
such  a  subatantial  alteration  in  the  contract, 
that  the  surety  was  dischaiged.  A  man 
might  be  willing  to  be  surety  for  another 
person  for  an  advance  to  be  made  on  a 
credit  of  three  months,  and  yet  might  be 
unwilting  to  be  surety  for  an  immediate 
admce,  creating  an  immediate  liability,  or 
a  hability  depending  upon  the  forbearance 
of  the  creditor.     I  think,  in  this  case,  that 

(J)  5B.&C.269i8.c.4LawJ.Rep.K.B.ia7. 


there  was  a  substantial  alteration  in  the 
transaction.  It  was  not  the  engagement 
for  which  John  Cox  became  surety  ;  it  was 
a  different  transaction,  and  being  a  different 
transaction,  and  not  only  a  different  transac- 
tion, but  substantially  also  different,  I  think 
that  the  surety  is  released  firom  his  liability. 

Much  discussion  took  place  with  respect 
to  what  passed  in  this  court,  when  the  case 
was  argued  before  my  Lord  Cottenham. 
Lord  Cottenham  stated,  that  he  should  have 
considered  that,  if,  instead  of  giving  the 
draft  of  three  months,  money  had  been 
advanced  on  a  discount  of  three  months; 
the  transaction  would  have  been  the  same, 
and  that  the  surety  would  not  have  been 
discharged.  That  was,  as  I  understand, 
on  this  principle,  that  the  same  extent  of 
credit  would  have  existed  in  that  case,  as 
if  the  draft  had  been  given.  The  money 
could  not  have  been  claimed  until  the  expi- 
ration of  the  three  months.  Cox  &  MorrisU 
might  have  discounted  the  draft  when  it  had 
been  given ;  and,  therefore,  to  go  through 
the  mere  form  of  giving  the  draft  and  dis- 
counting it  was  quite  unnecessary :  money 
might  be  advanced  on  a  three  months'  dis- 
count. I  have  reason  to  know,  that  that 
was  the  opinion  of  Lord  Cottenham,  and 
that  he  never  meant  to  express  anything 
beyond  that  opinion ;  I  have  thought  it  iny 
duty  to  inquire,  and  I  have  ascertained  that 
that  is  so ;  I  think,  therefore,  that  this  trans- 
action released  the  surety,  and  it  is  not  to  be 
omitted,  that  this  note  remains  in  the  hands 
of  Messrs.  Morrell,  and,  as  I  have  before  said, 
for  a  very  considerable  time.  It  does  not 
appear  that  any  claim  was  made  on  John 
Cox  in  his  lifetime,  and  it  is  not  until  after 
his  death  that  an  attempt  was  made  to 
recover  this  money.  So  much,  then,  as  to 
the  transaction  relating  to  the  note  for 
999/.  105. 

With  respect  to  the  other  transaction,  as 
to  the  note  for  750i.,  I  stated  my  opinion 
at  the  time,  and  I  retain  that  opinion,  that 
John  Cox  was  in  that  note  merely  a  surety, 
as  in  the  other.  AH* the  circumstances 
lead  satisfactorily  to  that  conclusion :  and 
what  did  Richard  Cox  do  ?  Richard  Cox 
took  the  note,  deposited  it  at  the  banking 
house,  and  without  the  authority  of  his 
partners  drew  out  750/.,  leaving  the  note 
there  as  a  security.  If  nothing  had  been 
done  upon  that,  the  transaction  would  have 
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been  quite  of  a  different  character ;  but  the 
partners  adopt  the  transaction ;  and  the 
partners  adopting  the  transaction  renders 
this  case  similar  to  the  former  one.  There 
is  the  advance  of  the  750Z.  and  taking  the 
note,  and  an  immediate  advance  of  750/., 
which  sum  was  applied  I  believe  afterwards 
to  the  taking  up  of  some  bill.  The  case, 
therefore,  is,  in  substance,  the  same  as  the 
former,  assuming  the  fact,  which  I  do  assume, 
that  John  Cox  was  a  mere  surety. 

The  consequence  is,  that  as  far  as  relates 
to  the  999L  IO5.,  the  finding  of  the  Master 
must  be  afiFirmed.  As  far  as  relates  to  the 
750/.,  the  finding  of  the  Master,  as  I  appre- 
hend, proceeded  on  the  consideration  that 
Cox  was  the  principal,  and  not  the  surety ; 
and  as  far  as  relates  to  that,  the  finding  of 
the  Master  must  be  disallowed.  I  think, 
as  to  one,  where  the  Master  of  the  Rolls' 
judgment,  and  the  conclusions  of  the  Master 
are  the  same,  Messrs.  Morrell  must  pay  the 
costs  ;  as  to  the  other,  not. 


re  ROGERS. 
BARFIELD  V.  ROGERS. 


Lunatic— Mortgage— TniStee—-l  Will.  4. 
c.  60. 

yf ,  after  making  an  equitable  mortgage  qf 
freeholds^  became  lunatic.  The  mortgaged 
estate  was  sold  under  a  decree  in  a  foreclo^ 
sure  suit.  The  lunatic  was  held  to  be  a 
trustee  within  the  1  Will.  4.  c.  60,  and  a 
conveyance  was  ordered  to  be  made  by  the 
plaintiff's  solicitor  in  the  name  qf  the  lunaticy 
without  a  reference. 

The  bill  prayed  for  a  foreclosure  or  sale 
of  certain  freehold  hereditaments,  the  title 
deeds  of  which  had  been  deposited  by  the 
defendant  by  way  of  equitable  mortgage,  for 
securing  250/.  and  interest.  The  defendant 
having  become  of  unsound  mind  since  the 
deposit,  his  answer  was  put  in  by  a  guardian. 

The  Court,  by  a  decree,  had  directed  re- 
payment to  be  made  within  six  months,  and, 
in  default,  had  ordered  the  estate  to  be  sold. 

The  estate  had  been  sold  accordingly, 
and  the  purchase-money  paid  into  court, 
and  all  proper  parties  were  ordered  to  join 
in  a  conveyance. 


The  defendant  was  a  lunatic,  but  had  not 
been  so  found  by  inquisition ;  and  a  petition 
was  now  presented  by  the  plaintiff,  praying 
that  some  proper  person  might  be  appointed 
to  convey  on  the  behalf  of  the  defendant, 
and,  if  necessary,  for  a  reference  to  the 
Master,  to  inquire  whether  the  defendant 
was  a  trustee  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
1  Will.  4.  c.  60,  and  to  approve  of  a  proper 
person  to  convey. 

Mr.  E.  Montagu  appeared  for  the  peti- 
tioner ; 

Mr.  Cooke,  for  the  lunatic ;  and 

Mr.  Rogers,  for  the  purchaser. 

King  v.  Leach,  2  Hare,  57 ; 
ScholeJUld  v.   Heafield,  8   Sim.  470; 
8.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  80, 
were  cited. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  was  of  opinion 
that,  after  the  decree  which  had  been  pro- 
nounced, the  defendant  was  a  trustee  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act,  and  that  he  could 
make  the  order  which  was  asked  for ;  but 
the  Court  must  be  satisfied  of  the  fact  of 
the  lunacy  of  the  party ;  and  for  that  pur- 
pose the  case  might  stand  over  for  affidavits 
to  be  filed. 

Satisfactory  afiidavits  having  been  fur- 
nished, his  Lordship,  on  the  22nd  of  March 
1844,  made  the  order,  directing  the  {^atn- 
tiff 's  solicitor  to  be  the  party  to  convey,  in 
the  name  of  the  lunatic. 


L.C.      1 
March  22./ 


In  re  grove. 


Lunatic — Illegitimate  Children. 

The  Court  will  not  increase  ike  aUomanet 
of  a  lunatic,  on  the  ground  of  there  beinf 
illegitimate  children  of  a  deceased  brother  of 
the  lunatic,  to  whose  support  the  lunatic 
would  probably  have  contributed,  if  not  t» 
a  state  of  incapacity. 

This  was  a  petition  by  the  committee, 
who  was  also  the  sister  and  sole  next-(^- 
kin  of  a  lunatic.  The  property  of  the  lunatic 
consisted  of  stock  in  the  funds,  which  pro- 
duced an  annual  income  of  about  210/.,  and 
the  income  which  had  been  allowed  for  the 
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support  of  the  lunatic  was  179/.  \0s.  4d, 
The  petition  prayed,  among  other  things, 
that  the  whole  of  the  income  might  be 
allowed  by  way  of  maintenance. 

The  petition  stated,  that  the  petitioner 
and  one  of  her  sisters,  since  deceased,  had 
for  several  years  contributed  to  support 
three  illegitimate  children  of  a  deceased 
hrotha',  and  that  the  lunatic  would,  no 
doubt,  have  also  contributed  towards  their 
support,  if  she  was  not  incapable  of  doing 
so. 

Mr.  Cooper  appeared  in  support  of  the 
petition. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  that  although 
the  Court  would  increase  the  allowance  of  a 
lunatic,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  better 
provision  for  his  illegitimate  children,  yet 
the  circumstance  of  there  bemg  illegitimate 
children  of  a  brother  of  the  lunatic  would 
not  induce  the  Court  to  increase  the  allow* 
ance ;  but  in  this  case,  as  the  present  pro- 
perty of  the  lunatic  was  greater  than  when 
the  former  order  was  made,  his  Lordship 
thought  the  allowance  might  be  increased 
to  2001.  a  year,  although  it  must  be  under- 
stood, that  the  increase  was  not  made  firom 
any  consideration  of  the  illegitimate  children 
of  the  lunatic's  brother. 


FAIRTUORNB  V.  WESTON. 


WlGRAM,  V.C.I 

March  21, 22.  ) 

Pleading — Partnership^ Accounts — Z)m- 
Mittiicm— 38<A  Order  of  August  1841. 

A  UU  by  A.  against  B,  his  co-partner, 
alleging  exclusion  from  the  partnership  boohs, 
and  repeated  violations  of  the  partnership 
articles  J  with  the  fraudulent  intent  of  forcing 
^'  to  dissolution,  prayed  for  an  account  and 
a  receiver,  but  did  not  pray  a  dissohition : — 
ffeld,  that  the  biU  was  not  generally  de- 
murrable, on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  pray 
a  Solution,  as  the  Court,  according  to  the 
(^legations  in  the  bill,  would  give  some  relief, 
and  would  direct  some  accounts  as  inddentiU 
to  that  reUef 

It  is  not  a  rule  of  universal  application, 
that  a  bill  for  an  account  of  partnership 
transactions  is  open  to  a  general  demurrer, 
where  a  dissolution  is  not  prayed. 

The  3Sth  Order  of  August  1841  is  appli- 
cable where  the  bill  is  generally  demurrable. 


The  bill  stated,  that  by  articles  of  agree- 
ment, dated  the  30th  of  December  1839, 
and  made  between  the  defendant  Weston  of 
the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  other 
part,  and  reciting  that  Weston  was  then 
carrying  on  the  business  of  attorney,  soli- 
citor, and  conveyancer  at  B,  and  that  he 
held  various  offices  and  appointments  at  B, 
it  was  witnessed,  that  in  consideration  of 
7001.  paid  to  Weston  by  the  plaintiff^  and 
in  consideration  of  a  further  sum  to  be  paid, 
&c.,  Weston  and  plaintiff  had  mutually 
agreed,  and  did  thereby  covenant,  &c.,  in 
manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  that  Uiey 
should  become  partners  as  from  the  1st  of 
January  then  next,  until  the  31st  of  De- 
cember 1841,  if  botii  parties  should  so  long 
live ;  that  the  business  should  be  carried  on 
under  the  firm  of  Weston  &  Fairthome,  at 
the  offices  of  Weston  in  B ;  that  they  should 
contribute  equally  to  the  capital  of  the  con- 
cern, &c.,  and  should  divide  the  profits 
equally  between  them ;  that  at  the  end  of 
the  partnership  term  of  two  years,  Weston 
should  retire  from  and  yield  up  the  business, 
offices,  and  appointments  to  Fairthome,  who 
shoidd  thenceforth  carry  on  the  same  on  his 
own  account,  in  his  sole  name,  and  for  his 
own  profit;  in  consideration  of  which  Fair- 
thome was  then  to  pay  to  Weston  a  further 
sum  of  700/.  The  bill  then  stated,  that  they 
entered  into  partnership  under  the  articles, 
and  continued  to  carry  on  business  there- 
under till  April  1842,  before  which  time  the 
defendant,  in  compliance  with  the  articles, 
ought  to  have  retired,  and  procured  or  used 
his  best  endeavours  to  have  procured  plain- 
tiff's appointment  to  the  said  offices,  &c. ; 
but  that,  on  the  contrary,  defendant  entered 
into  negotiations  with  other  persons  to  pro- 
cure their  appointments ;  that  plaintiff  re- 
peatedly, after  the  expiration  of  the  term, 
requested  defendant  to  perform  the  agree- 
ment ;  but  that  defendant,  hoping  to  induce 
plaintiff  to  enter  into  partnership  for  an  ex- 
tended term,  and  with  a  view  of  so  conduct- 
ing himself  in  the  course  of  such  extended 
term,  as  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  seek  for  a 
dissolution  of  the  partnership,  so  as  to  leave 
defendant  in  sole  possession  of  such  business, 
delayed  to  comply  with  such  request ;  that 
defendant  at  length  succeeded  in  inducing 
plaintiff  to  enter  into  partnership  for  an 
extended  term,  and  accordingly,  by  an  in- 
denture of  the  15th  of  April  1842,  plaintiff 
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and  defendant  agreed  to  continue  partners 
from  the  1st  of  April  then  instant,  for  the 
further  term  of  five  years,  upon  nearly 
similar  terms  with  the  first  a^eement ;  that 
at  the  end  of  the  five  years  defendant  ^ould 
retire  in  favour  of  plaintiff,  who  was  there- 
upon to  pay  to  defendant  700^. ;  and  that 
if  defendant  should  he  unable  to  procure 
plaintiff's  appointment  to  the  said  offices,  he, 
defendant,  should  then  hold  them  for  their 
mutual  benefit.  The  bill  then  stated,  that 
the  last-mentioned  partnership  had  ever 
since  been  carried  on  by  plaintiff  and  defen- 
dant ;  that  plaintiff  had  adhered  to  the  arti- 
cles of  agreement,  and  had  kept  proper 
books,  &c. ;  that  the  said  books  were  made 
up  and  balanced  to  the  dOth  of  April  1842 ; 
that  since  that  time  plaintiff  had  frequently 
requested  defendant  to  concur  with  him  in 
makmg  up  the  books  from  that  time ;  but 
that  defendant  refused  to  do  so,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  driving  the  plaintiff  to  a  dissolution 
of  the  partnership,  and  of  determining  the 
provisions  by  wMch  defendant  was  bound ; 
that  no  entries  had  been  made  by  defendant 
in  the  joint  day-book  or  cash-book  of  a 
later  day  than  the  dOkh  of  April  1842 ;  that 
plaintiff  had  kept  proper  accounts,  &c.,  but 
that  defendant  had  not  kept  any  since  Apiil 
1842 ;  or  that,  if  he  had,  he  had  concealed 
them  from  plaintij^  and  had  refused  inspec- 
tion of  them ;  by  reason  of  which  plaintiff 
had  been  prevented  making  out  proper  bilk 
of  costs,  &c«,  or  proper  entries,  &c. ;  that 
defendant  at  all  times  refused  to  make  out 
or  to  join  in  making  out  any  account  of  the 
partnership  dealings  and  transactions  since 
the  month  of  Apnl  1842;  that  defendant 
frequently  used  violent  and  insulting  lan- 
guage to  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
pellmg  plaintiff  to  a  dissolution  of  the  part- 
nership. The  bill  charged  that  the  defendant 
had,  since  April  1842,  done  much  busmess, 
and  received  large  sums  on  account  of  the 
partnership,  which  he  refused  to  g^ve  account 
of,  and  had  applied  the  same  to  his  own 
use;  that  defendant  still  continued  to  ex- 
clude plaintiff  from  all  knowledge  of  and 
oontroul  over  the  business  tcsnsacted  by 
4efendant,  &c.,  and  had  expressed  a  deter- 
mination to  have  a  dissolution  of  the  part- 
nership. The  bill  prayed  an  account  A  the 
partnership  dealings  and  transactions  since 
April  1842,  and  an  account  of  the  monies 
received  and  paid  by  plaintiff  and  defendant 


respectively,  in  regard  thereto,  and  of  all 
the  receipts  and  payments  of  defendant  in 
respect  of  the  said  offices  and  appointments, 
which  ought  to  have  been  brought  into  the 
said  partnership  account ;  plaintiff  offering 
to  account  for  the  partmership  dealings  and 
transactions  which  had  be^n  carried  on  by 
him,  and  his  receipts  in  respect  thereof;  and 
that  a  fair  and  prQper  division  of  profit8,made 
by  the  partnership  from  thp  Ist  of  January 
1840,  might  be  made  between  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  not  disturbing  the  accounts  so 
made  up  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  defendant 
might  be  directed  to  pay  to  plaintiff  what, 
upon  the  taking  of  such  accounts,  should  ap- 
pear to  be  due  to  him.  The  bill  also  prayed 
a  receiver,  but  did  not  pray  a  dissolution. 
The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  admitted  the 
execution  of  the  partnership  articles  of  the 
30th  of  December  1839,  but  declined  under 
the  38th  Order  of  August  1841  (1),  to  make 
any  further  answer.  The  plaintiff  then 
excepted  to  the  defendant's  answer;  and 
the  Master  having  reported  the  answer  in- 
sufficient, the  case  came  on  on  exceptions 
to  the  Master's  report. 

Mr,  K.  Parker  and  Mr.  Shee^  for  the 
exceptions.— The  question  to  be  argued  on 
these  exceptions  is,  whether  a  bill  for  an 
account  of  partnership  dealings  and  trans- 
actions is  not  demunable,  except  it  pray  a 
dissolution.  The  rule  has  always  been  so 
laid  down,  and  is  a  rule  quite  independent 
of  the  statements  and  charges  contained  in 
the  bill. 

Loscombe  v.  RusteU,  4  Sim.  8. 

Forman  v.  Homfray,  2  Ves.  &  Bea.  329. 

Van  Sandau  v.  Moore^  1  Russ.  442; 
s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  177. 

PwoUv.  Bagley,  M*C1.  &  Yon.  569. 

Waters  v.  TayUn-,  15  Ves.  10. 

Goodman  v.  Whiieomb,  1  Jac.  &  W.  589. 

Manhatt  v.  Colman^  2  Ibid.  266. 

KneheU  v.  WhUe,  2  You.  &  Col.  15; 
s.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  £x.|£q.  ^^» 
Mr,  RomiUy  and  Mr.  Glasse,  in  support 
of  the  Master's  finding. — ^The  Court  will 
decree  an  account  without  a  dissolution, 
where  one  partner  prevents  the  other  from 
having  access  to  the  partnership  books;  but 
especially  in  a  case  Iflse  the  present,  where 
the  defendant  is  contravening  the  partner- 
ship articles  for  the  purpose  of  forcing  on  a 

(1)  Ord.Can.  175;  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (w.«.)  Chwc. 
114. 
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dissolution,  and  retaining  the  premium  paid 
by  the  plaintifF;  for  the  Court,  by  refusing 
the  particular  relief  prayed,  would  be  aiding 
the  defendant  in  his  contemplated  fraud — 
Harrison  v.  Armitage,  4  Mad.  143. 
Richards  y.  Davies,  2  Russ.  &  Myl.  347. 
WaUworih  y.  HoU,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  619 ; 
s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc. 
138. 
Knawles  y.  HaugkUtn^  11  Yes.  168. 
CoUyeron  Partnership^  198,  n. 
Taiflor  V.  Davis,  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 

Chanc,  18. 
Chappie  y.  Cadeli,  Jac.  537. 

March  22.— Wigram,  V.C— This  is  a 
suit  between  two  partners.  The  bill  alleges 
a  partnership  which  will  not  expire  till  April 
1847 ;  and  it  prays  that  the  accounts  may 
be  taken,  and  a  receiver  be  appointed  ;  but 
it  does  not  pray  a  dissolution.  The  defen- 
dant did  not  demur  to  the  bill,  but  answered 
it;  and  by  his  answer  he  admitted  the 
formation  of  the  partnership,  in  December, 
1839,  and  declined  to  give  any  further 
answer  to  the  bill.  The  objection  to  answer 
is  foanded  upon  the  38th  Order  of  August, 
1841,  which,  where  the  bill  is  demurrable, 
enables  the  defendant  to  decline  answering 
any  interrogatory,  or  part  of  an  interrogatory, 
from  answering  which  he  might  have  pro- 
tected himself  by  demurrer.  The  Master 
upon  exceptions  reported  the  answer  insuf- 
ficient ;  and  the  case  comes  before  me  upon 
exceptions  to  the  Master's  report.  I  think 
the  Master  was  right.  The  argument  for 
^  defendant  turned  wholly  on  the  propo- 
ntion,  that  such  a  bill  as  the  present  is 
demuirable,  unless  a  dissolution  be  prayed ; 
and  in  support  of  that  proposition,  Loseotnbe 
Y.  RusseU  was  relied  upon.  Now,  there 
may  be  cases  to  which  the  rule  there  laid 
down  is  applicable,  but  it  has  its  limits,  and 
has  never  been  admitted  as  a  rule  of  uni- 
versal application — Harrison  y.  ArmUage, 
and  Richards  v.  Davies,  The  unequivocal 
expressions  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  fVaU" 
worth  v.  Holt,  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in 
Taylor  v.  Davis  and  Richards  v.  Davies, 
and  of  the  Vice  Chancellor  of  England  in 
MUes  y.  Thomas  (1),  shew  that  no  such 
universal  rule  obtains  now ;  and,  in  my 
opinion,  it  is  essential  to  justice,  that  no  such 

(1)9  Sim. 606. 
New  Sesies,  XHI.^Chanc. 


univenal  rule  should  obtain ;  for  if  a  bill 
would  not  lie  to  compel  a  roan  to  observe 
the  covenants  of  the  partnership  contract, 
it  is  obvious  that  a  partner,  fraudulently 
inclined,  might  compel  his  co-partner  to 
dissolve  the  partnership,  or  ruin  him  by 
continued  violations  of  the  partnership  con- 
tract I  have  no  doubt  that  the  Court  will 
sustain  a  bill  to  support,  instead  of  to  dis- 
solve a  partnership,  even  though  it  may  be 
necessary  to  take  the  partnership  accounts, 
with  a  view  to  the  relief  to  be  given.  The 
question  is,  whether,  if  a  general  demurrer 
had  been  filed  to  the  bill,  I  should  have 
been  bound  to  allow  the  demurrer.  In  the 
exercise  of  the  discretion  which  the  Court 
always  assumes  in  such  cases,  I  should  have 
felt  bound  to  overrule  it.  Tlie  question 
depends  not  only  on  the  particular  prayer 
of  the  bill,  but  upon  the  whole  prayer,  in- 
cluding that  for  general  relief,  taken  in  con- 
nexion with  the  allegations  and  objects  of 
the  bOl.  Those  allegations  are,  that  the 
defendant,  for  the  fraudulent  purpose  of 
compelling  a  dissolution,  is  violating  the 
partnership  contract;  and  the  object  of  the 
bill  is  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  partnership 
articles  without  a  dissolution.  If  those 
all^ations  are  true,  some  accounts  roust  be 
directed — ^perhaps,  not  all  that  are  prayed 
by  the  bill ;  but  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
some  relief  and  discovery,  and  accounts  of 
some  kind  must  be  incidental  to  that  relief. 
I  am  generally  of  opinion  that  this  is  no 
case  for  a  partial  discovery,  but  is  a  case  in 
which  the  plaintiff  has  a  right,  according  to 
the  allegations  in  the  bill,  to  have  an  answer 
from  the  defendant,  whether  he  is  endea- 
vouring upon  unjust  terms  to  compel  a  dis- 
solution of  the  partnership.  Without  say- 
ing what  relief  will  be  given,  it  is  sufficient 
to  say  that  the  Court  will,  as  Lord  Cotten- 
ham  said  it  was  the  duty  of  the'Court  to  do, 
go  as  far  as  it  can  in  effectuating  the  rights 
of  the  parties.  I  have  had  occasion  several 
times  to  say,  that  the  38th  Order  of  August 
1841,  does  apply  where  the  bill  is  generally 
demurrable, — ^it  was  meant  so  to  apply  ;  if 
the  Masters  entertain  any  doubt  upon  the 
subject,  it  would  be  desirable  to  obtain  the 
opinion  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  upon  that 
point.  The  Masters,  I  understand,  think 
it  applies  only  where  a  demurrer  would  lie 
to  a  particular  question.  The  order  was 
meant  to  meet  those  oppressive  cases,  where 
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t)ie  defendant  was  obliged  to  answer  to  some 
particular  discovery  that  would  be  injurious 
to  him.  At  the  same  time,  it  is  not  true 
that  it  overrules  the  doctrine  of  demurrers ; 
the  party  having  once  answered,  has  com- 
mitted himself  to  the  relief,  and  the  case 
must  go  to  the  hearing. 

Exceptions  disallowed. 


V 

Feb 
March 


.C.     ^ 
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MILROY  V.  MILROY. 


fVilly  Construction  of — Minority  till 
Twenty-Jive — Vesting  of  Shares, 

A  testator  left  all  his  real  and  personal 
property  to  trustees^  to  pay  the  interest  to  his 
daughter,  for  life,  and  after  her  death  to 
pay  the  same  towards  the  maintenance  and 
education  of  such  children  as  she  should 
have,  during  their  minority,  and  when  the 
youngest  should  attain  twerUy-Jive,  to  divide 
the  same  equally  between  them  ;  hut  in  case 
either  of  his  daughter's  children  should  die, 
leaving  any  children,  who  should  attain 
twenty-one,  then  to  pay  their  shares  to  their 
children ;  and  after  these  trusts  should  he 
carried  into  execution,  then  the  trustees  were 
directed  to  convey,  release,  and  assign  all  the 
freehold  and  leasehold  estates  to  the  heir  or 
heirs,  who  should  be  legally  entitled  to  the  same; 
and  in  case  the  td^tator*s  daughter  should 
leave  no  children,  or  they  should  die  under 
age,  and  unmarried,  then  to  pay  and  assign 
the  interest,  and  rents  and  profits,  to  his 
next-of-kin: — Held,  that  **heir  or  heirs*^ 
meant  children  of  the  testator's  daughter; 
and  that  "  minority"  meant  twenty-five,  as 
distinguished  from  coming  of  age,  and  that 
the  children  living  at  the  death  of  the 
daughter  took  vested  interests. 

John  Fry,  the  testator  in  this  case,  by 
his  will,  dated  the  30th  of  June  1807,  gave, 
devised,  and  bequeathed  to  his  trustees  all 
bis  freehold,  leasehold,  and  personal  pro- 
perty, upon  trust,  to  receive  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  thereof;  and  to  pay  to 
his  nephew,  W.  Fry,  during  his  life,  an 
annuity  of  20/.  per  annum;  and  also  to 
pay  to  his  daughter,  Sarah  Milroy,  during 
her  life,  the  residue  of  the  interest  to  accrue 
from  the  personal  property,  and  the  rents 


and  profits  which  should  arise  frooo  his 
freehold  and  leasehold  estates,  and  continued 
in  these  words :  **  and  from  and  immediately 
after  the  decease  of  my  said  daughter,  in 
trust  to  pay  the  interest  of  such  residue  and 
rents  and  profits  for  and  towards  the  main- 
tenance and  education  of  all  and  every  such 
child  or  children,  as  she  shall  or  may  leave 
at  her  decease,  during  his,  her,  or  their 
minority,   and  when  and  as  soon  as  the 
youngest  of   her  child  or   children   shall 
have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-five  years, 
upon  trust  to  pay,  assign,  and  transfer  the 
dividends  and  interest  of  all  such,  residue, 
and    rents,   together  with  such  principal 
money  as  shall  or  may  be  remaining  (after 
reserving  sufiicient  to  pay  and  discharge 
the    said  annuity  of  201.   unto   my  said 
nephew),  the  same  to  be  divided  equally 
between  them,  share  and  share  alike;  and 
from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of 
my  said  nephew,  in  trust  to  pay  and  assign 
the  remainder  of  the  said  interest  of  such 
residue  and  rents  imto  her  children,  in  like 
manner ;  and  in  case  there  shall  be  but  one 
child,  then  upon  trust  to  pay  and  assign  the 
same  in  like  manner  to  such  one  child ;  but 
in  case  it  shall  happen  that  any  or  either  of 
my  said  daughter's  children  shall  die,  leav- 
ing a  child  or  children,  who  shall  live  to 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then 
upon  trust,  to  pay  and  assign  the  share  of 
such  child  so  dying,  in  like  manner,  to  such 
his  or  their  child  or  children ;  and  it  is  my 
further  will   and   meaning  that  my  said 
trustees,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor, 
shall,  and  do,  from  and  immediately  after 
the  decease  of  my  said  nephew,  and  the 
trusts  hereof  are  fiiUy  carried  into  execu- 
tion, convey,  release,  and  assign  all  and 
every  my  said  freehold  and  leasehold  estates 
unto  the  heir  or  heirs,  who  shall  be  legally 
entitled  to  the  same,  to  hold  the  same  unto 
him,  her,  or  them,  so  entitled,  his,  her,  or 
their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever ;  and  in  case 
my  said  daughter  shall  leave  no  child  or 
children,  or  they  should  die  under  age,  and 
unmarried,  then,  upon  trust,  and  in  like 
manner,  to  pay  and  assign  the  said  interest 
and  rents  and  profits,  together  with  the 
whole  residue,  unto,  and  equally  between 
my  next-of-kin,  share  and  share  alike." 
The   testator  lefl  his  daughter,  the  said 
Sarah  Milroy,  his  only  child,  and  heiress- 
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at-law ;  and  the  said  Sarah  Milroy  died  in 
1823,  leaving  five  children  surviving  her, 
all  of  whom  had  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
five  years.  This  bill  was  filed,  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  the  trusts  of  the  will 
into  execution. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Lovai,  for  the 
plaintifis,  said,  the  question  was,  whether 
the  meaning  of  the  testator  was  not  too 
vague.  The  words  certainly  were  plain 
enough ;  it  was  said  the  testator  forgot,  in 
the  latter  part,  what  he  had  done  by  the  first 
part  of  his  will.  If  there  were  no  meaning 
in  the  first  part  of  the  will,  except  what 
could  be  given  by  the  latter  part,  there 
would  be  reason  for  saying  it  was  vague, 
hut  here  both  parts  were  compatible.  It 
would  be  contended,  first,  that  the  Court 
must  say  there  is  an  intestacy,  and  next, 
that  the  gift  was  void  for  remoteness.  It 
was  quite  plain  that  the  gift  was,  first,  to  all 
the  children,  and  not  to  such  only  as  should 
attain  twenty-five.  The  interest  of  the 
property  was  given,  after  the  death  of  the 
daughter,  for  and  towards  the  maintenance 
of  sdl  and  every  such  child  and  children  as 
she  should  leare  at  her  decease,  during  his 
or  their  minority,  not  to  such  as  should 
attain  twenty-five,  and  when  and  as  soon 
as  the  youngest  of  her  children  should  have 
attained  twenty-five;  in  trust,  to  transfer 
the  dividends  and  rents,  &c.,  the  same  to  be 
equally  divided  between  them,  share  and 
share  alike.  This  was  a  gift  of  the  whole 
to  all  the  children  she  should  leave  at  her 
death,  and  not  to  such  as  should  attain 
twenty-fite,  so  that  these  children  would 
take  vested  interests,  and  the  time  of  pay  ment 
^vas  the  only  thing  postponed. 

Mr.  RogerSf  for  one  of  the  parties,  in  the 
same  interest,  submitted  that  there  was  a 
clear  devise  in  the  first  place  to  the  children, 
but  the  conveyance  to  them  was  postponed 
till  they  attained  twenty-five.  There  was 
a  trust  for  the  maintenance  of  the  children, 
daring  their  minority,  which  would  as  well 
signify  the  age  of  twenty-five  as  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years — 

Jackson  v.  Matjoribanks,  12  Sim.  93. 
Farmer  v.  Francis,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  505 ; 

s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  1 54. 
Mr,   Kinglake    and   Mr.    Randell    fol- 
lowed, for  persons  in  the  same  interest. 


Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Hall,  contra,  con- 
tended that  there  was  no  gift  of  the  real 
estate  to  the  children  of  Sarah,  till  they  had 
attained  twenty-five  years,  which  would  be 
too  remote ;  the  only  gift  was  for  mainte- 
nance. If  there  were  an  unlimited  gift  of 
the  dividends,  it  might  amount  to  an  abso- 
lute gift  of  the  stock ;  but  here  it  could 
not  be  so  contended ;  there  was  no  clause 
under  which  the  Court  could  say  that  any 
interest  was  vested  in  the  childrcoi  immedi- 
ately on  the  death  of  the  testator's  daughter. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — Upon  reading 
over  the  whole  of  this  will,  it  appears  plain 
to  me,  that  the  testator  did  not  mean  any- 
thing should  go  over  to  the  ultimate  takers, 
except  the  daughter  should  leave  no  child 
or  children,  or  they  should  die  under  age, 
and  unmarried.  As  to  the  freeholds  and 
leaseholds,  it  is  quite  plain  ;  for  the  testator 
has  said  that  the  trustees  shall,  immediately 
after  the  decease  of  his  nephew,  and  the 
trusts  are  fully  carried  into  execution,  con- 
vey, release,  and  assign  all  and  every  his 
freehold  and  leasehold  estates  unto  the  heir 
or  heirs,  who  should  be  legally  entitled  to 
the  same.  The  words  **  heir  or  heirs"  must 
mean  children  of  the  daughter ;  there  is  no 
other  construction  to  be  put  upon  them,  for 
the  next  sentence  is,  "  in  case  my  daughter 
shall  have  no  child  or  children,  or  they  shall 
die  under  age,  and  unnjarried,  then  upon 
trust,  to  pay  the  proceeds  equally  between 
my  next-of-kin  ;'*  that  settles  the  case  of  the 
freeholds  and  leaseholds.  As  to  the  personal 
estate,  the  construction  of"  minority"  seems 
to  me  to  be  that  time  which  sball  elapse 
before  the  children  attain  twenty -five. 
The  testator  has  clearly  drawn  a  distinction 
between  minority  and  coming  of  age,  for 
in  the  passage  subsequent  to  that  contain- 
ing the  word  "  minority,"  we  have  this  ex- 
pression, '*  and  when  and  as  soon  as  the 
youngest  of  her  child  or  children  shall  have 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-five  years." 
The  whole  thing  seems  to  me  to  be  reason- 
ably plain ;  and  I  think,  that  the  children 
living  at  the  decease  of  Sarah  Milroy,  took 
vested  interests  in  the  testator's  residuary 
property.  I  must  say,  that,  in  reading 
over  Boraston's  ease{\)  again,  it  appears  to 
me  as  extraordinary  as  it  did  twenty  years 
ago. 

(1)  3  Rep.  19. 
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Company — Mine — Forfeiture  of  Shares 
— Length  of  Time — Limitations,  Statute  of 

Shareholders  in  mining  companies  lying 
by  and  declining  to  advance  money  for  the 
necessary  works  of  the  mine,  whilst  other 
proprietors  continue  to  make  such  advances, 
— Held,  to  be  liable  to  have  their  shares 
forfeited,  notwithstanding  the  calls  for  such 
advances  were  not  authorized  by  the  deed  of 
partnership. 

This  case  came  before  the  Court  on  an 
appeal  from  the  decision  of  Y.  C.  Knight 
Bruce,  dismissing  the  bill  with  costs ;  and 
the  facts,  together  with  the  arguments  on 
the  hearing  of  the  cause,  have  dready  been 
reported  in  1 1  Law  J.  Rep,  (n.s.)  Chanc.  22« 
The  material  points  now  raised  were  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  and  length  of  time 
independent  of  the  statute. 

Mr,  Simpkinson  and  Mr,  T,  Turner,  for 
the  plaintiffs,  took  the  same  line  of  argu* 
ment  as  was  taken  by  them  in  the  court 
below,  and  attempted  to  distinguish  this 
case  from  that  of  Senhouse  v.  Christian, 
which  is  not  reported,  but  the  hearing  and 
dismissal  of  the  su^t  is  recorded  in  Reg,  Lib, 
1794,  B,  fo.  257,  and  that  of  Norway  t. 
Rowe{\),  on  the  ground  that  in  those  cases 
the  parties  who  continued  to  work  the  mine 
had  reason  to  believe  that  the  other  pro* 
prietors  had  abandoned  all  interest  therein. 

Mr,  Swanstan  and  Mr,  Lovat,  for  the 
defendants,  cited  fViUiams  v.  Attenborough 
(2),  Doloret  v.  Rothschild  (3),  Sparks  v. 
the  Liverpool  JVater-uwrks  Company  (4). 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — The  fiicts  of 
this  case  are  very  fully  stated  in  the  report 
of  the  proceedings  before  the  Vice  Chan- 
cellor. By  the  deed  of  settlement,  it  was 
agreed  that  the  capital  of  the  mining  con- 
cern, respecting  which  the  present  question 

(1)  ]9  Ves.  14i. 

(2)  Tura.  &  Ruts.  70 ,  •.  c  I  Uw  J.  Rep, 
Chanc.  138. 

(3)  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  590;  8.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep. 
Chanc.  125. 

(4)  Id  Ves.  428. 


arose,  should  consist  of  a  sum  to  be  raised 
by  the  sale  of  200  shares  of  50^  esdi. 
Provision  was  made  in  the  deed  for  extend* 
ing  the  capital  by  the  sale  of  100  more 
shares,  making  in  the  whole  300.  The  in- 
stalments were  to  be  paid  as  they  should  be 
called  for  by  the  directors,  in  ease  the  capi- 
tal produced  by  the  sale  of  die  200  shares 
should  not,  in  the  opinion  of  the  diieoton, 
be  sufficient  for  carrying  on  the  ooocem 
without  further  aid.  A  meeting  of  the 
shareholders  was  to  be  called  for  the  pur- 
pose of  considering  the  propriety  of  increas- 
ing the  number  of  shares,  or  taking  such 
other  steps  as  might  be  advisable.  It 
turned  out,  as  is  usual  in  cases  of  diis  na- 
ture, that  the  capital  produced  by  the  sale 
of  200  shares  was  insufficient ;  and  it  was 
resolved  at  a  meeting  of  the  shareholders, 
that  the  additional  expenses  should  be  met 
by  further  calls,  radier  than  by  an  increase 
of  the  number  of  shares.  Farther  calls  were 
accordingly  made.  Mary  Kent,  one  of  the 
shareholders,  being  requixed  to  meet  tboee 
additional  payments,  expressed  some  dis- 
satisfaction at  the  demand,  but  intimated 
her  intention  of  making  some  arrangements 
to  satisfy  them.  Soon  afterwards  she  mar- 
ried the  present  plainti£P.  A  further  call  was 
made,  the  payment  of  which,  as  well  as  of 
the  former  all,  was  demanded  from  the 
plaintiff  by  the  secretary  of  the  company. 
The  plaintiff  refused  to  pay  these  calls,  and 
disputed  the  right  of  the  company  to  make 
them.  This  led  to  a  considerable  contro- 
versy, and  in  the  result  the  shares  were  de- 
clared to  be  forfeited.  The  right  to  take 
this  step  was  also  disputed  by  tii'e  plaintiff 
and  his  legal  advisers.  This  oontroveny 
was  carried  on  till  some  time  in  the  year 
1828,  when  it  ceased.  Further  caUs  were 
from  time  to  time  made  on  the  other  share- 
holders, and  with  the  money  thus  raised 
the  working  of  the  mine  was  carried  on  till 
the  year  1837.  During  the  greater  part  of 
the  time  it  was  worked  at  a  loss,  but  to- 
wards the  dose  of  this  period  the  prospects 
brightened,  and  considerable  profits  were 
obtained. 

The  plaintiff,  who  had  remained  qniet 
from  the  year  1828,  and  who  knew  that 
additional  frmds  were  necessary  to  cany  on 
the  works,  but  who  had  refused  to  pay  the 
additional  calls,  and  had  made  no  offer  to 
contribute  in  any  way  towards  the  expenses 
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of  die  concern,  or  take  any  steps  to  enforce 
his  claim  during  the  period  of  adversity, 
finding  the  prospects  of  the  company  had 
at  length  improvedt  and  the  balance  had 
turned  in  their  fJAVoor,  claimed  his  share  of 
the  profits,  offering  then  for  the  first  time 
to  contribute  his  proportion  of  the  expenses* 
On  the  company  refusing  to  comply  with 
this  demand^  the  present  bill  was  filed ;  and 
the  question  is,  whether,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  suit  can  be  entertained, 
whether  a  eourt  of  equity  will  sanction  and 
lend  its  aid  to  such  a  course  of  proceeding. 
It  is  allied  in  the  bill,  that  the  working  of 
the  mine  was,  in  the  year  1828,  or  soon 
afterwards,  entirely  suspended  ;  and  though 
it  "WBs  afterwards  worked,  the  operations 
were  feebly  conducted  ;  that  no  profit  was 
derived  fiiom  it,  and  that  during  the  interval 
between  1828  and  1837  tlie  plaintiff  was 
absent  from  England,  and  that  on  his  re- 
turn, in  1887,  finding  that  the  works  were 
fading  on,  he  insisted  on  his  right  to  share  in 
the  profits,  a  right  which,  he  said,  he  had 
never  abandoned.  It  is  sworn,  however, 
by  the  defendants,  and  this  part  of  the 
answer  was  read  at  the  hearing,  that  the 
miae,  during  the  whole  period  in  question, 
was  in  full  work,  although,  during  a  part  of 
that  period,  the  working  was  not  attended 
with  profit,  but,  on  the  contrary,  with  con- 
siderable loss,  and  that  this  state  of  things 
continued  till  the  year  1835.  The  allega- 
tion, therefore,  that  the  working  had  been 
totpended,  and  afterwards  feebly  conducted, 
is  disproved;  and  as  to  the  statement  of 
the  plaintiff's  absence  from  England,  it 
appears  that,  although  in  the  year  1828  he 
was  in  the  island  of  Jersey,  no  evidence 
^'S8  given  to  shew  the  place  of  his  residence 
between  that  time  and  the  year  1837.  The 
allegation,  in  the  biU,  of  his  having  been 
absent  from  England,  from  1828,  was  un- 
supported by  any  proof.  These  two  mate*- 
rial  fitcts,  alleged  in  fiivour  of  the  plaintiff's 
claim,  being  the  one  of  them  disproved,  and 
the  other  not  supported  by  any  evidence, 
the  question  is,  whether,  in  a  precarious 
business  of  this  nature,  a  party  lying  by, 
and  lending  no  aid  to  the  concern  in  its  de- 
clining state,  nor  taking  any  steps  to  enforce 
his  asserted  right,  can  on  a  return  of  pro- 
sperity, and  when  the  risk  is  over,  be  allowed 
to  come  forward,  and  urge  a  claim  to  share 
in  the  profiu  of  the  adventure.     The  rea- 


sonable inference,  and,  indeed,  the  only 
inference  to  be  drawn,  and '  to  be  fairly 
drawn  from  the  evidence,  and  from  the  con-* 
duct  of  the  plaintiff,  is,  that  he  would  never 
have  advanced  this  claim,  if  the  affairs  of 
the  company  had  continued  in  an  unfavour- 
able state.  This  Court  can  never  sanction 
this  sort  of  conditional  acquiescence.  To 
allow  the  party  to  lie  by,  in  a  case  of  this 
nature,  to  watch  the  course  of  events — to 
urge  his  claim,  if  it  should  be  to  his  advan- 
tage to  do  so,  and  to  abandon  it  on  a  con- 
tinuance of  misfortune  and  loss,  which,  as  a 
proprietor,  he  must  have  shared,  would  be 
at  variance  with  the  plainest  rules  of  justice. 
I  think  that  this  case  comes  within  the 
principle  stated  by  Lord  Eldon,  in  Norway 
V.  Rowe,  in  observing  on  the  decision  of 
Lord  Rosslyn,  in  Seuhauae  v.  Christian; 
and  that  the  judgment  of  the  Vice  Chan- 
cellor must  therefore  be  affirmed. 


L.C. 

1842. 

Nov.  18,  19,  24. 

1844. 

Jan.  13. 


"     LANCABTKR   V,  EVORS. 


Pleading — Answer, 

An  heir-at'law^  having  bought  up  judg^ 
nent  debts  affecting  the  estate  of  his  ancestor, 
is  bound  to  answer  the  inquiries  respecting 
those  purchases,  contained  in  a  hill  filed  by 
a  crediior  of  such  ancestwr  for  the  adminis- 
tration  of  his  estate,  the  rule  being  that  a 
defendant  answering  a  bill  must  answer  it 
fully.  The  defendant  should  have  defended 
himself  against  answering  by  plea  or  limited 
demurrer. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  a  creditor  of  the 
late  Sir  John  Powell  Pryce,  and  prayed  for 
an  account  against  the  defendant,  the  heir- 
at-law.  The  defendant  had  bought  up 
several  judgments  and  other  incumbrances 
affecting  the  estate  of  Sir  John  Powell  Pryce, 
and  by  his  answer  he  refused  to  set  forth 
the  sums  paid  by  him  for  them.  The  plaintiff 
having  excepted  to  the  answer,  on  the 
ground  that  tiie  interrogatories  in  the  bill  as 
to  the  value  given  for  the  debts  and  incum^ 
branoes  had  not  been  answered,  the  excep- 
tion was  allowed  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
whereupon  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 
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The  facts  of  the  case  are  observed  upon 
fully  in  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor. 

Sir  Charles  fVetherell,  Mr,  RoupeUy  and 
Mr,  Shebbeare,  for  the  defendant,  con- 
tended, that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the 
defendant,  according  to  the  rules  of  plead- 
ing, to  put  in  an  answer  to  any  of  these 
inquiries,  and  that  this  case  came  within  the 
decision  of  Adams  v.  Fisher  ( 1 ).  The  follow- 
ing authorities  were  cited : — 

Mitford  on  Pleading ^  211. 

Randall  v.  Head,  Hardr.  188. 

Jacobs  V.  Goodman,  2  Cox,  282. 

fVigram  on  Discovery,  2nd  edit.,  pp.  46, 
47,  89,  94,  and  following. 

Rotve  V.  Teed,  1 5  Ves.  372. 

Taylor  v.  Milner,  11  Ibid.  41. 

DolderY,  Lord  Huntinyfield,  Ibid.  283. 

Codringion  v.  Codrington,  3  Sim.  519. 

Darcy  v.  Hall,  1  Vem.  49. 

Morret  v.  Paske,  2  Atk.  52. 

Mr,  Purvis,  Mr.  Bagshawe,  and  Mr, 
Malin,  contra,  cited — 

Peacock  y.  Peacock,  16  Ves.  49. 
Mazarredo  v.  Maitland,  3  Mad.  66. 
Leonard  v.  Leonard,  1  Ball  &  Beat.  323. 
1  Roper  on  Husband  and  Wife,  146,  n. 
Parteriche  v.  Powlet,  2  Atk.  384. 
Shaw  V.  Ching,  1 1  Ves.  303. 
Thorpe  v.  Macauley,  5  Mad.  219. 
Drew  V.  Drew,  2  Ves.  &  Bea.  159. 
Somerville  \,  Mackay,  16  Ves.  382. 
Ovey  V.  Leighton,  2  Sim.  &  Stu,  234. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — This  is  the 
substance  of  the  case  of  Lancaster  v.  Evors, 
Sir  John  Powell  Pryce  mortgaged  to  the 
Marquis  of  Buckingham  certain  estates 
which  he  possessed  in  the  county  of 
Montgomery,  for  the  sum  of  24,000/.  A 
suit  with  respect  to  that  mortgage  was  in- 
stituted by  the  Marquis  of  Buckingham 
against  Sir  J.  P.  Pryce  ;  and  in  the  progress 
of  that  suit,  the  Marquis  of  Buckingham 
agreed  to  purchase  the  estate^  and  the  sum 
for  which  he  purchased  it  exceeded  the 
amount  of  the  debt  by  the  sum  of  2,800/, 
or  thereabouts,  which  was  paid  into  court 
in  the  cause  of  **  Buckingham  v.  Pryce,** 
By  the  lapse  of  time,  and  by  successive 
accumulations,   that  sum   of   2,800/.   has 

(l)3Myl.&Cr.526;  <i.o.  7  Uw  J.  Rep.  (n.b.) 
Cbano.  289. 


amounted  to  upwards  of  20,000/.,  3  per 
cent,  consols.,  and  is  now  in  court.  Evors, 
the  defendant,  is  the  heir-at-law  of  Sir  John 
Powell  Pryce.  Sir  John  Powell  Pryce  was 
much  embarrassed  in  his  dreumstances,  and 
there  existed  many  outstanding  judgments 
against  him.  The  defendant,  Evors,  pur- 
chased up  those  judgments,  and  now  con- 
tends that  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
them,  with  respect  to  the  sum  of  20,000/. 
consols,  to  which  I  have  adverted.  That 
is  the  position  of  Mr.  Evors,  the  defendant 

A  person  of  the  name  of  Jaques  was  a 
creditor  of  Sir  John  Powell  Pryce,  to  the 
amount  of  1,500/.  originally,  but  that  debt 
was  afterwards  increased  by  the  accumulation 
of  interest,  to  the  amountof  more  than  5,000/. 
For  that  debt,  the  estate  of  the  wife  of  Sir 
John  Powell  Pryce  was  made  a  security,  and 
that  sum  of  5,000/.  (which  Jaques  endea- 
voured to  recover  against  the  estate  of  Sir 
John  Powell  Pryce)  was  ultimately  paid  out 
of  the  produce  of  the  estate  of  Lady  Pryce; 
Lady  Pryce,  therefore,  it  is  contended,  is 
entitled  to  reimbursement  out  of  the  estate 
of  Sir  John  Powell  Pryce,  that  is,  out  of 
that  sum  of  20,000/.  consola,  which  repre- 
sents that  estate.     A  person  of  the  name  oi 
Bumey  was  a  creditor  of  Lady  Pryce  origia- 
ally,  by  a  bond  for  the  sum  of  3,000/* 
That  bond  debt  was  converted  into  a  judg- 
ment debt,  and  Bumey,  contending  that  there 
are  no  assets — which  is  the  fact— of  Lady 
Pryce,  says,  that  he  is  entitled  to  stand  in 
the  situation  of  Lady  Pryce,  and  to  be  paid, 
in  respect  of  the  debt  due  from  her,  out  of 
the  estate  of  Sir  John  Powell  Pryce,  whidi 
has  been  relieved  by  the  pa3rment  of  hia 
debt  of  5,000/.,  out  of  the  estate  of  Lady 
Pryce, 

This  is  the  nature  of  the  suit  and  the 
equity  which  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff. 
The  plaintiff,  in  his  bill,  alleges,  that  these 
outetanding  judgments  were  purchased  for 
small  considerations  by  Evors  ;  and  he  in- 
terrogates him  as  to  whether  or  not  he  ha« 
purchased  these  judgments,  and  if  be  has 
purchased    them,   for  what  consideradon. 
Evors,  in  his  answer,  says  and  admits  that 
he  has  purchased  these  judgments ;  but  he 
says,  **  I  am  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, without  any  notice  of  the  hen 
claimed  by  Lady  Pryce,  or  the  persons  who 
represent  her  ;*'  and  he  submits  be  is  not 
bound,  therefore,  to  answer  as  to  that  pa" 
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ef  the  interrogatory  which  relates  to  the 
sums  that  he  has  paod  for  these  securities. 

Upon  this,  an  exception  was  taken  to  the 
answer,  which  was  allowed  by  the  Master: 
il  afterwards  went  before  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  who  confirmed  the  decision  of  the 
Master,  and  it  has  now  come  for  judgment, 
by  appeal,  to  this  Court.  The  question  is, 
whether  that  exception  was  properly  allowed 
by  the  Master?  Now  there  is  no  principle 
more  clearly  established  (as  I  understand  it) 
in  the  court  than  this,  that  when  a  party 
answers,  he  is  bound  to  answer  fully.  If 
he  has  a  defence  against  the  equity  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  wishes  to  avail  himself  of 
that  defence  without  making  any  discovery 
as  to  the  facts  that  are  alleged  in  the  bill, 
he  must  avail  himself  of  that  defence,  ac- 
cording to  the  nature  of  the  case,  either  by 
way  of  demurrer  or  by  plea.  I  consider  that 
as  a  settled  rule.  Formerly  it  was  considered 
a  doubtful  question,  and  different  opinions 
prevailed  with  respect  to  it ;  but  after  the 
strong  opinions  expressed  by  Lord  Eldon, 
particularly  in  the  cases  of  Rovfe  v.  Teed, 
and  SomerviUe  v.  Macka^f  on  this  point, 
this  question  seems  to  have  been  considered 
by  the  profession  as  settied;  and,  accord- 
ingly, when  the  question  afterwards  came 
before  Sir  John  Leach  in  the  case  of  Ma^ 
zarredo  v.  MaUland^  that  learned  Judge 
stated,  in  distinct  terms,  that  he  was  present 
when  Lord  Eldon  expressed  his  opinion  in 
SomerviUe  v.  Mackay ;  that  he  considered 
Lord  Eldon,  on  that  occasion,  intended  to 
lay  down  the  rule,  that  when  a  party  under 
such  circumstances  answered,  he  must 
answer  fully,  and  that  such  was  the  rule 
to  which  he  should  always  adhere.  In  a 
subsequent  case  of  partnership,  in  which 
the  plaintiff's  name  was  not  mentioned—^ 

V.  Harrison{'2)  ,where  the  defendant 

denied  the  partnership,  and  therefore  re- 
fused to  set  out  the  accounts.  Sir  John  Leach 
stated  that  he  considered  this  point  as  settied, 
riz.,  that,  if  a  party  answered  at  all,  he  was 
bound  to  answer  fully ;  that  if  the  defen- 
dant did  not  choose  to  set  out  the  accounts 
required,  he  ought  to  have  pleaded  as  to  the 
partnership,  and  he  allowed  the  exception. 
I  consider,  tiierefore,  the  rule  as  settied,  and 
for  this  among  other  reasons,  viz.,  that  if  a 
party  chooses  to  answer,  and  the  defence 
which  he  sets  up  by  the  answer  should  be 
decided  against  him,  it  is  of  the  utmost  im- 
(2)  4  Madd.  252, 


portance  that  those  consequential  matters 
which  are  material  to  the  cause,  and  material 
for  the  purpose  of  the  decree,  should  receive 
an  answer :  that  is  one  of  the  grounds,  and 
one  of  the  essential  grounds,  on  which  this 
rule  has  been  laid  down.  It  was  for  some 
time  considered,  that  a  purchase  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  without  notice,  was  an  excep- 
tion to  the  rule;  but  in  the  case  of  Ovey  v. 
Leighton^  where  that  distinct  point  came  be- 
fore the  Court,  Sir  John  Leach  said,  that  such 
a  defence  fell  within  the  same  principle,  and 
decided  accordingly.  Afterwards  the  pre- 
sent Vice  Chancellor  of  England,  in  the  case 
of  The  Earl  of  Portarlington  v.  Soulby  (3), 
confirmed  that  decision  of  Sir  John  Leach  in 
Ovey  V.  Leigkton.  I  consider,  therefore, 
that  this  defence  is  no  longer  to  be  regarded 
as  an  exception  to  the  rule ;  and  that  when 
a  party  chooses,  by  way  of  defence,  in  his 
answer,  to  state  that  he  is  a  purchaser  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  without  notice,  he  is 
bound  to  answer  the  consequential  matters ; 
and  that,  if  he  desire  to  protect  himself  from 
the  necessity  of  answering  those  consequen- 
tial matters,  he  must  avail  himself  by  plea 
or  by  demurrer.  The  present  case  would 
not  have  been  now  mooted  before  me,  had 
it  not  been  for  the  decision  of  Lord  Cotten- 
ham  in  the  case  of  Adams  v.  Fisher,  which 
was  so  much  relied  on  at  the  bar,  and  which 
has  been  subjected  to  so  much  criticism; 
but  I  do  not  believe,  after  a  careful  review 
of  that  case,  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
that  learned  person  to  break  in  upon  the 
rule  which  I  have  stated.  That  case  did 
not  come  before  the  Court  upon  an  ex- 
ception to  the  answer,  but  on  a  motion  for 
the  production  of  documents ;  and  it  was  on 
the  ground  of  that  distinction  that  the  judg- 
ment of  Lord  Cottenham  was  rested ;  and 
it  is  only  necessary  to  advert  to  certain 
parts  of  his  judgment,  to  shew  that  that  was 
the  real  foundation  of  the  decision  of  the 
noble  Lord,  and  that  he  did  not  intend  to 
break  in  on  the  general  rule.  The  passages 
to  which  I  reffer  are  these:  "Unless  the 
defendant  (the  learned  counsel  said)  has 
brought  himself  within  some  one  of  the 
grounds  of  protection,  such  as  that  the 
documents  are  of  a  privileged  character,  he 
must  produce  them."  The  Lord  Chancellor 
then  says,  in  the  course  of  the  argument, 
"  what  the  bill  requires  is  not  the  con- 
tents of  the  documents,  but  a  list  of  the 

(3)  6  Sim.  S56. 
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documents."  Now,  the  Kst  4if  the  doou- 
fnen«8  had  been  produced :  all  that  the  hill 
required  therefore  fras  prodneed  by  the 
answer.  And  he  says,  ^  You  cannot  except 
to  the  answer,  because  the  contents  are  not 
set  out."  They  had  not  required  the  con- 
tents to  be  set  out,  and,  therefore,  there  was 
no  ground  for  exceptmg  to  the  answer. 
Then  the  learned  counsel  said,  **  The  defen- 
dant might  be  compelled  to  set  them  out." 
The  Lord  Chancellor  tlien  said,  **  You  may 
ask  him  to  do  that"  (that  is,  by  your  bill), 
**  and  then  he  may  make  his  defence."  So 
that  if  you  do  not  ask  him  in  the  bill  to  set  out 
the  contents  of  the  documents,  you  cannot 
take  any  exception ;  he  is  only  bound  to 
set  out  the  list  of  documents ;  he  has  done 
all,  therefore,  that  the  bill  requires.  Then, 
afterwards,  when  he  comes  to  deliver  his 
judgment,  he  states,  "  All  that  the  pldn- 
tifF  asks  is,  that  the  defendant  may  set 
forth  a  schedule  of  the  documents ;  can  you 
except  because  he  has  set  out  the  documents 
in  the  schedule,  instead  of  in  the  bill  ?  You 
did  not  ask  that  they  should  be  set  out  in 
the  bill.  If  that  had  been  asked,  the  defen- 
dant miust  have  defended  himself  in  the 
regular  way,  and  shewn  that  he  was  not 
obliged  to  comply  with  your  demand." 
Thus,  it  appears  to  me  that  tiis  Lordship 
adopts  the  general  rule ;  "but  if  the  defen- 
dant sets  them  out  in  the  schedule  to  his 
answer,  the  question  is,  upon  the  whole 
record,  whether  the  plaintiff  has  such  an 
interest  in  them,  as  entitles  him  to  call' for 
tiieir  production.  Here  the  defendant  has 
denied  the  plaintiff's  interest ;  he  has  on  the 
record  stated  that  which,  as  ft  stands,  in  my 
opinion  e:(clude8  the  plaintiff  firom  instittrt- 
ing  this 'suit  against  him.'* 

In  that  case,  thercfi>re,  there  wa3  no  ex- 
ception, nor  could  there  have  been  any  ex- 
ception to  the  answer,  because^'  the  ansiTer 
went  to  the  full  extent  of  what  was' required 
by  tlie  bill;  "but  yoU  ctome  fbrwattliiii  a 
different  shape — ^you  come  forv^ard  by  Vky 
of  motion,  and  you  apply  to  ihe  Cbutt  'by 
way  of  motion,  not  by  way  of  ekceptioAHi) 
the  answer,  but  by  Way  of  motion,  that  the 
documents  may  be  produced."'  His  Lord- 
ship then  says,  "  you  cannot  exblude  the 
discretion  of  the  Court ;  it  is  not  a  motion 
of  course  that  documents  should  be  pro- 
duced;  you  apply  to  the  Court,  and  on 
that  motion  the  Court  will  exercise  its  dis- 
cretion as  to  whether  or  not  the  documents 


shall  be  produced  ;  and  if  i^pon  the  whole 
reeeid  the  Oowt  m  airtisied  that  it  would 
not  be  proper  that  the  aocuments  should 
be  produced,  it  refuses  the  .motion," 

Such  was  the  distinction  drawn  by  the 
Court  in  thatcase,  aad'itWMiupofti&that 
its  judgment  resfeeii  That  ^istiastioB  has 
been  the  subject  of  eritidtfti  by  ^iMns  of 
deep  learning  and  great  Matt»ek ;  ud  it  is 
unneoessary  Ibr  me- to  pursue  thitt  criti^isu, 
or  to  say,  whether  or  not  it  ieweUslMocled. 
It  is  sufficient  for  me  to  (feay<that«that  ms 
ike  very  distinction-  drawn  by  the  leained 
Judge^  and  tiutt  lie  never  intewkd  t»  fatoeak 
in  on  the  rale  whieh  had  been  laid^ownvo 
long,  and  so  unifbriidy  aoled  npont>  vss. 
that  when  a  party  an8wevS|<  he*  is  bound  to 
answer  fully.  I  thid^y  therefiMe,  the  reli- 
ance placed  npon  Adtmrnf.  Fisher  would 
not  justify  me,  whadever  raiqpecl  I  may  have 
ibr  die'  learned'  person  by  whom  that  da- 
dsion  waa  pvonomiced,  in  breaking  in  upan 
tile  rale.  Upon  these  groands,  thereto, 
I  consider-the  exeeptioa  properly  allowed. 

Bot  there  is  another  ground  to  which  I 
shall  very  shortly  advert,  which  is  this  >- 
The  defendant  is  <iie;  heir-at-law  of  Sit 
John  Powell  Pryoe;  he  bought  in  the  in- 
eumbnmeee;  by  pofchasing  these  ineaoi- 
bronces  he  Iniys  them  for  the  braefit  of  the 
estate.  It  is  wholly  immaterial^  in  that  view 
of  the  ea^,  whether  at  the  time  he  made  ike 
purchase  he  knew  that  there  was  an  out- 
standing claim  against  the  estate  or  not 
In  thib  view  of  the  ease,  therefore,  it  is  of 
th^  inmost  consequence  to  know  what  he 
r^aUy  paid  fortheeeincumbntnces;  for  hav- 
ing p^rehaKed  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate, 
he  is  ntyt  entitled  to  more  than  the  sums 
actually  laid  out :  the  answer,  therefore,  to 
this'  quesHon  is  bf  the  very  essence  of  the 
strit.  '  It  appears  to  me  on  this  ground  aho 
that  the  exception  has  been  properly  al- 
lowed. I  do  not  rest  my  judgment  on  this 
gtotntd,  because  I  think  the  c^ier  qoestion 
ii  so  material  and  important,  and  that  it 
is  sb  'essential  to  the  profession  that  that 
rdle  shouM  not  be  broken  in  upon,  and  it 
^6u)d  not  be  supposed  to  have  been 
trenched  upon  by  tiie  case  of  Adams  v. 
Fisher^  that  I  choose  to  decide  the  esee 
upon  the  ground  that  I  first  mentioned. 
This  appeal  must,  therefore,  be  refused,  and 
with  costs. 
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MAITlAlf D  V.  BATSMAN. 


SetUement^ResponsibilUff  of  Trustees^ 


A,  am  kit  mmniage  mihB,  by  his  marriage 
weitiemeni  eovenatUed  «M  a  trugtee^  that 
he  tMsM  «fi  Mofihmaa  dmy  1S24  jMy 
10,000/. ;  ike  trmU  of  vshmh  ware  to  be  for 
A,  ftfr  Uf0t  iffHh  remainder  io  B.  for  life, 
with  remmind&r  to  •  the  children  of  the  nutr^ 
ritu^y  andi  in  defmuU  of  ehildrenf  for  the 
petntona  therein  mentioned*  A,  died  in  1 S96, 
unthomt  htmng  performed  the  covenant. 
After  A*$  death  a  atdt  teae  inatitttted  by  B. 
Myainet  the  tnteiee,  to  make  him  personally 
liable  fvt  the  non^^performanoe  of  the  eotfe^ 
nant,  A  reference  was  made  to  the  Master  to 
inqtrire  whether  A <,  waeofMUty,  after  1824, 
to  pay  the  10,000/.,  or  any  part  of  it.  It  ap" 
peared  that  A*  had  for  eeetn  years  after  1 824 
an  income  of  1,800/.  a  yea/r^  bat  that  he  had 
had  no  other  property  than  this  ineomey  and 
<ft«l  he  had  always  liped  up  to  or  exceeded 
his  income.  The  Master  found  that  A*  was 
of  abUOy  dmring  ^^ose  seven  years  to  have 
paid  4^200/.  in  part  performance  of  the 
eovenanL  No  exceptions  were  taken  to  the 
report.  On  the  hearing  of  the  cause  on 
further  dvrectionSi-^HMi  that  the  trustee 
was  liable  to  pay  4,200/.,  and  that  had  the 
report  been  excepted  /«,  it  would  have  been 
confirmed. 

By  a  settlement  dated  in  January  1820, 
and  made  on  the  marriage  of  Adaoind  J. 
Maitland  with  Mrs.  Simpson,  widow,  Ad-> 
miral  Maitland  covenanted  with  Patrick 
Maitland  and  C.  Bateman,  the  trustees  of 
the  settlement,  that  he  would,  on  Martinmas 
day  which  would  be  in  the  yeav  1824,  pay 
them  10,000/.  upon  the  trusts  thereinaiter 
mentioned.  The  trusts  were,  that,  the 
money  should  be  invested  on  government 
or  real  security,  and  that  the  interest  should 
be  paid  to  Admiral  Maitland  for  life,  and 
after  his  decease  to  Mrs.  Simpson  for  life ; 
and  that  after  her  decease  the  principal 
should  be  paid  to  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage, and,  in  default  of  children,  to  the  per- 
sons therein  mentioned.  By  this  settlement 
Mrs.  Simpson  assigned  her  life  interest  in 
certain  funds,  then  standing  in  the  names 
of  other  trustees,  to  the  trustees  of  the 
settlement,  in  trust,  to  pay  the  income  to 
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Maitland  for  life.  The  settlc- 
inent  did  net  contain  any  clause  exempt- 
ing the  trustees-  ftom  responsibility  in  the 
event  of  the  coirenant  not  being  enforced 
by  ikem. 

The  settUment  was  executed  by  the  trus- 
tees, and  the  marriage  took  effect.  Patrick 
Maiidand,  tiie  trustee,  died  in  1821,  shortly 
alter  the  marriage.  Mr.  Bateman  did  not 
enforce  the  covenant  contained  in  the  settle- 
ment, and  nothing  was  raised  in  respect 
thereof  during  the  life  of  Admiral  Maitland. 

Admiral  Maitland  died  in  1836,  and  ad- 
ministration was  taken  out  to  his  estate  by 
his  vridow,  Mrs.  Maitland.  There  was  no 
issue  of  the  marriage. 
•  The  bill  was  filed  by  Mrs.  Maitland  against 
Mr.  Bateman,  stating  the  circumstances 
above  mentioned,  and  praying  that  it  might 
be  declared  that  it  was  the  duty  of  C.  Bate- 
man to  have  called  in  and  compelled  pay- 
ment of  the  10,000/.,  and  that  he  mig^t  be 
decreed  to  make  good  the  loss  to  the  trust 
fund  occasioned  thereby,  and  to  pay  the 
1 0,000/.,  or  such  part  as  J.  Maitland*s  estate 
should  not  be  sufficient  to  pay,  upon  the 
trusts  of  the  settlement.  To  tLis  bill  the 
persons  interested  in  the  trust  fund,  after 
Mrs.  Maitland*s  death,  were  made  parties. 

Mr.  Bateman,  by  his  answer,  stated,  that 
he  was  the  brother  of  Mrs.  Maitland ;  that 
at  the  time  when  he  executed  the  settlement 
he  was  ignorant  of  the  contents  of  it ;  that 
the  trustees  in  whose  names  the  funds  stood, 
to  which  Mrs.  Maitland  was  entitled  for 
life,  had  paid  this  income  to  Admiral  Mait- 
land from  the  marriage  until  1832,  without 
any  communication  with  him  ;  that  in  1 832 
these  trustees  had  applied  to  him  for  his 
sanction  for  such  payment ;  that  this  was 
the  first  time  he  had  ever  been  applied  to 
or  called  upon  to  act  in  respect  of  the  settle- 
ment ;  that  not  having  given  directions  to 
these  trustees,  whereby  this  income  was 
stopped  for  a  time,  he  received  several  letters 
both  from  his  sister,  Mrs.  Maitland,  and 
AdminJ  MaiUand,  urgenUy  pressing  him 
to  Older  payment  of  the  income ;  that  be- 
tween 1832  and  1835  he  repeatedly  asked 
for  an  inspection  or  a  copy  of  the  settle- 
ment»  and  was  always  refused ;  that  under 
the  threat  of  causing  the  income  to  be  with- 
held, he  at  length  obtained  a  sight  of  it  in 
1 835,  and  that  then,  for  the  first  time,  he 
was  informed  of  the  covenant.      He  also 
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stated,  that  preTiously  to  the  marriage,  Ad- 
miral Maitland  had  expectations  of  con- 
siderable property,  which  expectations  had 
probably  led  to  the  insertion  of  the  cove- 
nant, and  that  these  expectations  had  proved 
fallacious.  He  stated  also  other  grounds 
for  relief,  into  which,  in  consequence  of 
Lord  Cottenh'am's  opinion  on  the  hearing  of 
the  cause,  it  is  unnecessary  to  enter. 

The  cause  was  heard  before  Lord  Cot- 
tenham,  in  November  1840,  when  his  Lord- 
ship was  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Bateman  could 
only  avail  himself  of  several  of  the  groimds 
of  defence  stated  in  his  answer,  by  a  cross 
bill.  By  the  decree  made  in  the  cause,  the 
Master  was  directed  to  inquire  **  whether, 
during  the  period  which  intervened  subse- 
quently to  Martinmas  1824,  and  thencefor- 
ward to  the  death  of  J.  Maitland,  or  during 
any  part  of  that  period,  the  said  J.  Maitland 
was  of  ability  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  10,000^., 
or  any  part  thereof."  Liberty  was  ^ven  to 
Mr.  Bateman  to  file  a  bill  against  Mrs. 
Maitland,  and  the  inquiry  above  directed 
was.  to  be  without  prejudice  to  it. 

The  circumstances,  material  to  the  inquiry, 
mentioned  In  the  states  of  ^cts  laid  before 
the  Master,  were  as  follows : — For  seven 
years,  between  1824  and  1831,  Admiral 
Maitland  had  an  income  of  about  1,800/.  a 
year,  and  between  1882  and  his  death,  an 
income  of  between  8001.  and  l,000r.  a 
year.  He  had  no  ehildren,  and  die  chil- 
dren of  Mrs*  Maitland,  by  her  former 
marriage,  were  amply  provided  for  by 
separate  funds.  He  Hved  in  London  and 
Bath,  and  hig  residence  in  London  was  in 
Montague  Street  and  Tavistock  Square.  It 
did  not  appear  that  he  had  contracted  any 
debts,  by  the  payment  of  which,  or  any 
interest  thereon,  his  income  dtiring  tile 
above-mentioned  seven  years  had  been 
diminished,  or  that  he  had  during  that  time 
any  calls  on  him,  except  the  ordinary' ex- 
penses of  living.  On  fihe  other  hand,  he 
had  no  regular  income,  independ^itly  of  his 
wife's  fortune,  but  his  htdf-pay,  and  hiti 
receipts,  with  the  exception  of  his  half-pay 
and  his  wife's  property,  were  of  small 
amount ;  and  he  never  had  at  any  one  time 
between  1824  and  his  death  any  property 
in  hand,  but  a  balance  at  his  banker's,  not 
exceeding  a  year's  income.  After  1832  his 
receipU  in  respect  of  his  wife's  property  fell 
off,  and  he  was  reduced  to  considerable  em- 


barrassment, and  was  for  some  time  within 
the  rules  of  the  King's  Bench  prison. 

The  Master  by  his  report,  stating  the 
above  circumstances,  found  that  J.  Maitland 
was  of  ability  for  the  above-mentioned  seven 
years,  between  1824  and  1832,  to  have  paid 
600/.  a  year,  and  was  not  of  ability  after 
1832  to  have  paid  anything,  and  tihat  4,200?. 
might  have  been  raised  by  the  trustee. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  direc- 
tions. A  motion  to  postpone  this  cause 
imtil  the  hearing  of  the  cross  cause  was 
refused,  on  the  ground  of  the  delay  in  pro- 
secuting the  cross  cause. 

No  exception  had  been  filed  by  the  de- 
fendant to  the  Master's  report,  the  defendant 
thinking  he  was  entitled,  on  the  materials 
before  the  Court,  to  have  the  bill  dismissed. 
The  Vice  Chancellor  thought  exceptions 
ought  to  have  been  filed,  but  said  he  would 
hear  the  cause,  and,  if  he  thought  it  right, 
he  might  then  give  the  defendant  liberty  to 
except. 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  CockereU^  for  the 
plaintiff,  Mrs.  Maitland. 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  HaUett,  for  the  de- 
fendanty  Mr.  Bateman. — This  settlement 
must  be  construed  according  to  tiie  intention 
of  the  parties.  The  intention  evidently  was, 
that,  in  case  any  fortune  should  come  to 
Admiral  Maitland,  the  covenant  should  be 
performed;  and  in  this  event  only.  The 
expectations  entertained  that  such  fortune 
would  come  to  him  led  to  the  insertion  of  it 
in  the  settlement,  and  failing  them,  the 
covenant  became  a  dead  letter.  It  could 
not  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties 
that  the  income  should  be  sacrificed  to  the 
performance  of  the  covenant.  Income  is  given 
and  tied  up  by  a  marriage  settlement  for  in- 
suring the  maintenance  of  the  husband  and 
wife,  for  the  support  of  their  establishment, 
fqr  aeofur^g.  tbe  comfort  and  status  of  the 
family,  And  not  for  the  purpose  of  being  laid 
by  and  accumulated.  It  could  not  have  been 
the  duty  of  the  trustees  to  stop  the  income, 
asd  reduce  the  family  to  beggary.  Their 
duty  was  this :  if  any  property,  not  merely 
income,  came  to  the  admiral,  they  were  then 
to  bring  the  covenant  into  action,  and  attach 
Ms  property;  and  they  ought  to  suffer 
personally  only  for  such  a  default  as  this. 
Again,  there  are  letters  from  Mrs.  Maitland 
to  her  brother,  urging  him  to  authorize  the 
payment  of  the  whole  of  the  income — that  is, 
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Mrs.  Maitland  at  one  Umc  presses  the  tras- 
tee  in  the  strongest  manner  to  do  a  particular 
thing,  and  then  at  another  takes  proceed- 
ings against  him  for  having  done  it.  A 
married  woman  may  be  guilty  of  fraud. 

[K.  Bruce,  V.C,  in  the  course  of  the 
argument  said,  that  the  defendant  might 
assume  that  Mrs.  Maitland  was  during  the 
whole  time  pressing  the  trustee  to  pay  the 
income.  No  attention  could  be  paid  to  the 
letters  of  a  married  woman  not  having 
separate  property.] 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Stinton,  for  the  other 
parties. 

Kniqht  BaucE,  V.C— The  case  is  so 
hard,  that  I  cannot  but  feel  considerable 
satisfiiction  that  the  report  is  confirmed  in 
such  a  shape,  and  not  in  one  more  un&- 
vourable  to  Mr.  Bateman.  Lord  Gotten- 
ham*s  decree,  by  which  I  am  bound  in  form 
and  substance,  n^uikes  the  question  turn  on 
the  ability  of  the  debtor.  The  Master  has 
found  that  he  was  of  ability  to  pay  this  sum 
of  4,200/.  The  report  has  been  confinned. 
If  excepted  to,  I  must  have  confirmed  it  on 
these  materials.  I  am  very  sorry  to  be 
obliged  to  make  the  decree,  but  I  have  no 
doubt  on  the  law. 

Order— That  the  4,200/.  be  paid  into 
court,  and  remain  there  until  the  determi^ 
nation  of  the  cross  suit,  and  until  it  has 
been  decided  whether  there  is  anything 
arising  firom  the  estate  of  Admiral  Maitlan£ 


L.C. 
1842. 

Nov.  14,  15,  18.    >•     COOPER  V»  EMERY* 

1844. 
Feb.  28. 

Vendor  and  Purchasers  ^  4  Wttl.  4. 
c.  27 — Covenant  for  Production  of  Docu' 
ments. 

The  length  of  an  abstract  of  title  has 
reference  to  the  duration  of  human  Ufe^  and 
consequently^  the  practice  of  conveyancers  is 
not  altered bytheS^4  Will,  4.  c.  27.  s,  1 7. 
A  purchaser  is  not  entitled  to  a  covenant 
for  the  production  of  copies  of  court  rolls, 
or  deeds  of  bargain  and  sale  inrolled^  pro^ 
vided  they  are  not  in  the  possession  or  power 
of  the  vendor. 


The  bill  sought  the  specific  performance 
of  a  contract  to  purdiase  certain  premises, 
formerly  parcel  of  the  manor  of  Horton, 
but  which  had  been  enfranchised  in  the 
year  1799.  A  reference  having  been 
directed  as  to  the  title,  and  the  liability  of 
the  plaintiff  to  enter  into  a  covenant  to  pro- 
duce certain  deeds  and  documents  set  forth 
in  the  abstract  of  title  delivered  to  the 
defendant,  the  Master  reported  in  favour  of 
the  title,  and  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not 
to  be  compelled  to  covenant  for  the  produc- 
tion of  any  deed  or  document,  except  a  cer- 
tain indenture  of  feoffinent,  dated  April 
1 799.  The  defendant  excepted  to  this  report, 
and,  upon  the  hearing,  the  Vice  Chancellor 
of  England  allowed  the  exceptions,  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  verify 
the  abstract  which  he  had  delivered*  From 
this  decision  the  plaintiff  appealed.  The 
documents  consisted  of  copies  of  ^ourt  rolls 
of  the  manor  of  Horton,  certain  indentures 
of  bargain  and  sale,  inroUed  in  Chancery, 
under  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  and 
the  documents  dated  previously  to  the  year 
1799. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  StraUo%  for  the 
plaintiff,  contended  that  the  length  of  ab- 
stract of  title  should  correspond  with  the 
length  of  time  within  which  an  actien  might 
be  brought  for  the  recovery  of  land,  and| 
inasmuch  as  the  time,  by  the  17th  section  of 
3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27.  was  limited  to  forty 
years  after  the  accruer  of  right,  therefore 
a  title,  oommenoing  with  a  deed  reciting 
absolute  ownership  in  the  vendor,  and 
made  between  him  and  a  purchaser  for 
value,  must  be  deemed,  on  the  principle  thuC 
omnia  riie  acta^  to  have  absolutely  vested 
the  property  in  the  purchaser,  so  as  to  have 
given  him  a  good  tide  thereto — 

2  i%rf.  V.  Sf  P.  137,  10th  edit. 

Hayes  on  Conveyancing,  173,  438. 
That  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  investiga** 
tion  or  defence  of  the  title  that  the  copiM  of 
court  rolls,  the  deeds  inrolled,  or  those  daled 
previously  to  April  1779,  should  be  pro* 
duoed,  and  that  the  rule  in  respect  to  firee* 
hold  estates  did  not-i^pply  to  copyhold^^^ 

2  Watkins  on  Copyholds^  37. 

The  King  v.  Lucas,  10  East,  235. 
That  Whitbread  v.  Jordan  (!)  would  seem 

(1)1  You.  &  Col.  803  ;  s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.8.) 
Exeh.  £q.  88. 


276 


COURTS  OF  CHANCERY : 


to  be  against  this  conclusion  of  Isw;  but 
that  that  case,  requiring  a  vendee  or  mort- 
gagee of  copyholds  to  require  the  vendor 
or  mortgagor  to  produce  copies  of  court 
rolls,  depended  on  its  own  peculiar  circum- 
stances. And  the  rule  of  practice,  that 
documents  set  forth  in  an  abstract  sbould 
be  produced,  applied  generally,  but  with  this 
qualification,  that  such  documents  were  ne- 
cessary for  the  investigation  or  defence  of 
the  title  at  law  or  in  equity ;  and  inasmuch  as 
deeds  of  bargain  and  sale  inroUed,  were  evi- 
dence by  10  Anne,  c.  18.  s.  3,  without  notice 
having  been  given  for  the  production  of  the 
originals,  therefore,  the  originals,  not  being 
necessary,  ought  not  necessarily  to  be  pro- 
duced. 

Goodson  V.  Jones,  Sty.  445. 

Eden  v.  Chalkill,  1  Keb.  117. 

Combes  V.  Spencer,  2  Vem.  471. 
That  the  other  deeds  ought  not  to  be  com- 
pelled to  be  produced,  as  the  absence  of  them 
could  throw  no  doubt  on  the  title,  the  test 
being,  whether  the  non-production  of  them 
can  throw  a  reasonable  doubt  upon  the  tide. 
Coussmaker  v.  Sewell,  Sugd.  V.  &  P. 

App.  31, 10th  edit. 
Nouaille  v.  Greenwood,  Turn.  &  Russ. 

26. 
Prosser  v.  Watts,  6  Madd.  60. 

Air,  Walker  and  Mr.  Hopper,  for  the 
defendant. — It  is  a  mistake  to  say,  that 
length  of  title  should  depend  on  the  Sta- 
tute of  Limitations,  and  thus  that,  the 
statute  having  limited  the  right  to  recover 
land,  the  length  of  an  abstract  should  be 
proportionally  shortened.  The  length  of 
an  abstract  of  title  has  reference  to  the 
duration  of  human  life,  and  consequently 
the  old  practice  must  not  be  deemed  to 
have  been  changed  by  the  new  statute.  As 
to  the  production  of  the  various  deeds,  the 
plaintiff  admits  the  general  principle,  that 
a  purchaser  has  a  right  to  call  for  pro- 
duction of  the  documents  set  forth  in  his 
abstract  of  title,  but  he  seeks,  as  to  the 
documents  in  question,  to  except  them  from 
such  general  principle.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  copies  of  court  rolls  should 
be  produced,  if  the  vendor  has  them  in  his 
possession — 1  Scriven  on  Copyholds,  2nd 
edit.,  265,  and  the  security  of  dbe  purchaser 
requires  the  production  of  the  deeds  inroUed, 
and  the  other  documents  in  question. 


Feb.  28, 1844. — ^The  Lord  Chamcbuor. 
•—This  is  a  suit  for  specific  perfoimaoce  of 
a  contract  for  sale  of  an  estate.  The  tide 
was  referred  to  the  Master,  with  a  direction 
for  him  to  consider  and  report  whether  the 
purchaser  was  entitled  to'  any  and  wbal 
covenant  or  covenants  for  the  prodvetion  of 
any  and  what  documents  comprised  in  the 
abstracts  delivered  by  the  vendor  to  the  par« 
chaser.  The  Master  reported  that  the  pur- 
chaser was  entitled  to  the  prodnetienof  one 
of  those  documents,  being  the  indenture  of 
feofiment,  dated  April  1799.  To  that  re- 
port there  was  an  exception  taken,  wliidi 
was  afterwards  allowed  by  the  Vice  Chan- 
cellor of  England,  and  firom  Uiat  decision 
there  was  an  appeal  to  this  Court.  Several 
points  of  importance  have  been  axgned  on 
this  appeal,  the  most  important  of  which 
was  the  effect  of  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27, 
as  to  the  period  to  which  a  good  title  should 
extend  since  the  passing  of  that  act.  It  was 
supposed  that,  by  the  operation  of  that  act, 
it  was  not  necessary  that  the  titles  should 
be  carried  back,  as  formerly,  for  a  period  of 
sixty  years,  but  that  some  shorter  period  was 
sufficient.  Conveyancers  have  been  at  vari- 
ance on  this  point,  and  entertain  difierent 
opinions  on  the  subject,  but,  after  consider- 
ation, I  am  of  opinion  that  the  statute  does 
not  introduce  any  new  rule  in  this  respect, 
and  that  to  introduce  a  new  rule  shortening 
the  period,  would  affect  the  securities  of 
titles ;  because,  as  one  ground  of  the  rule, 
the  duration  of  human  life  has  been  consi- 
dered, and  that  is  not  affected  by  the  statute. 
It  is  true,  in  other  respects,  the  security  of 
sixty  years  is  now  better  than  it  was  before, 
because  the  time  within  which  suits  maybe 
instituted  is  thereby  shortened,  but  that  is 
no  reason  for  shortening  the  period,  or  for 
adopting  forty  years  instead  of  the  sixty 
years,  or,  as  it  has  been  suggested  by  a  high 
authority,  fifty  years.  A  question  has  also 
been  raised,  whether  the  purchaser  is  entitled 
to  a  covenant  for  the  production  of  copies  of 
court  rolls.  If  the  vendor  has  these  copies 
in  his  possession  or  power,  he  ought  to  pro- 
duce them ;  if  not,  the  purchaser  has  no  right 
to  call  for  a  covenant  to  produce ;  because 
he  may  resort  to  the  court  rolls  himself,  and 
may,  at  any  time  when  the  title  is  in  ques- 
tion, enforce  the  production  of  them,  and 
use  them  in  evidence ;  and  I  think  the  prac- 
tice of  eminent  conveyancers  conforms  to 
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this  opinion.  With  regard  to  the  deeds  of 
bargain  and  sale  inroUed  under  the  statute^ 
tliey  fall  within  the  same  principle  as  copies 
of  couit  roUs.  The  purchaser  may  have 
access  to  the  inrolments  and  take  copies ; 
and  hy  the  statute  of  Anne  copies  of  the 
inrolmeiLts  are  made  eyidenoe :  and  I  do  not 
therefore  think,  with  great  deference  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Vice  Chancellor,  that,  because 
these  documents  are  comprised  in  the  ab- 
stracts, a  purchaser  is  entitled,  as  a  matter  of 
course,  to  a  covenant  for  their  production. 
Let  there  be  an  inquiry  as  to  what  copies  of 
court  rolls  and  what  deeds  of  bargain  and 
sale  the  vendor  has  in  his  possession  or 
power,  and  let  him  produce  all  such  as  bear 
date  within  sixty  years,  or  which  are  so  con- 
nected with  those  within  that  period,  that 
without  them  the  period  of  sixty  years  would 
not  be  complete :  but  the  purdiaser  is  not 
entitled  to  a  covenant  for  production  of  any 
that  are  not  in  the  vendor's  possession  or 
power. 


V.C. 

1843. 
Nov.  25 ; 
Dec.  18. 


TOMLINSON  V.  TROUGHTON. 


Amendment-— \^th  Order  of  1831 — An- 

stver, 

UaderthelSth  Order  of  1S31,  the  six  weeks 
alhtoed  for  obtaining  an  order  to  amend  are 
to  be  calculated  from  the  period  when  the 
last  answer  to  an  amended  bill  is  to  be  deemed 
sufficient,  and  not  from  the  answer  to  the 
original  bill. 

The  answer  to  the  original  bill  in  this 
cause  was  put  in  on  the  22nd  of  January 
1843.  An  order  to  amend  was  obtained  on 
the  4th  of  April;  other  defendants  were 
then  added  to  the  bill,  and  an  answer  was 
put  in  to  the  amended  bill  in  June.  Before 
the  new  defendants  had  put  in  their  an- 
swers, the  present  motion  was  made  to  the 
Court  for  leave  to  amend,  on  the  groimd, 
that  the  six  weeks'  time  had  elapsed  during 
whicli,  under  the  13th  Order  of  1831  (1), 

(I)  Ord.  Can. 8 ;  1  Law  J,  Rep.  (n.s.) Chanc  1. 
This  order  directs  "  that  no  order  to  amend  shall  be 
made  after  answer  and  before  replication,  either 
without  nodoe  or  upon  alBdayit  in  manner  herein- 
before mentioned,  unless  such  order  be  obtained 


the  plaintiff  might  have  applied  to  the  Master 
for  leave  to  amend. 

Mr,  Spence  and  Mr,  Bethell,  in  support 
of  the  motion,  cited  HaddeUea  v.  Nevile{2^, 

Mr,  Stuart  and  Mr,  Rolt  opposed  the 
motion,  contending  that,  under  the  20th 
Order  of  1 833  (3),  all  such  applications  for 
leave  to  amend  should  be  made  to  the 
Master.  The  13th  Order  of  1831  did  not 
apply  to  this  case,  as  by  that  order  six  weeks 
were  allowed  for  application  after  the  answer 
should  be  deemed  sufi3cient.  If  the  plaintiff 
made  the  application  under  that  order,  he 
was  wrong  in  coming  to  the  Court,  as  the  six 
weeks  there  referred  to  had  not  expired.  All 
the  answers  were  not  yet  filed,  but  it  was 
not  suggested  by  the  affidavit  in  support  of 
the  motion,  that  any  other  answers  were 
required  than  those  already  put  in.  The 
answer  was  obtained  in  June,  and  the  plain- 
tiff now  came  to  amend  his  bill.  Either 
he  came  much  after  the  time  of  filing  the 
first  answer,  without  sufficient  affidavit 
to  shew  why  the  Court  should  grant  him 
leave  to  amend ;  or  else  he  came  within  six 
weeks  after  the  answers  to  the  amended  bill, 
and  in  that  respect  he  should  have  applied 
to  the  Master,  and  not  to  the  Court.  In 
either  case  the  plaintiff  was  wrong  in  coming 
to  the  Court. 

Mr.  Spence  fin  reply,  said,  that  in  the  case 
of  Haddelsea  v.  Nevile,  before  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  the  six  weeks  were  counted  from 
the  answer  to  the  original  bill. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — ^As  it  has  been 
stated  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  had  de- 
cided that  the  six  weeks  run  from  the  first 
answer,  I  will  make  inquiries  respecting 
that  case.  It  appeared  to  me  the  words  of 
the  order  are  capable  of  receiving  two  mean- 
ings. If  there  had  been  but  one  answer,  then 
after  six  weeks  from  that  answer  being  held 
sufficient,  no  amendment  could  be  made  by 
application  to  the  Master;  but  where  there 
has  been  an  amendment  and  an  answer  put 
in  to  that  amendment,  I  think  the  six 
weeks  run  from  the  last  answer,  for  it  would 


within  six  weeks  after  the  answer,  if  there  be  only 
one  defendant,  or  after  the  last  of  the  answers,  if 
there  be  two  or  more  defendants,  is  to  be  deemed 
sufficient." 

(2)  4  Beav.  28;  s.  c.   10  Law  J.  Rep.  (m.s.) 
Chanc.  233. 

(3)  Ord.  Can.  50 ;  3  Law  J.  Rep.  (m.s.)  Chanc.  3. 
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come  to  this,  that  the  defendant  might  delay 
answering  so  as  to  prevent  a  second  amend- 
ment. 

The  Vice  Chancellor,  on  a  subsequent 
day,  stated,  that  he  had  looked  into  the  case 
of  Haddehea  v.  Nevile,  and  the  circum- 
stances appeared  to  be  rather  different  from 
these ;  but  his  opinion  was,  that  the  six  weeks 
allowed  by  the  13th  Order  of  1831  for  making 
an  application  to  the  Master  for  leave  to 
amend,  were  to  be  calculated  from  the  time 
the  answers  to  the  amended  bill  were  to  be 
deemed  sufficient :  there  was  no  necessity, 
therefore,  for  applying  to  the  Court  in  this 
case ;  he  should,  therefore,  refuse  the  motion. 


WLLSON  V,  WILSON. 


V.C.     1 
March  12.  J 

Amendment — 13/ A  Order  o/1831 — An- 
swer, 

Under  the  19th  Order  o/1831,  the  six 
weeks  allowed  for  obtaining  an  order  to 
amend  are  to  be  calculated  from  the  period 
when  the  last  answer  to  an  amended  bill  is  to 
be  deemed  sufficient,  and  not  from  the  answer 
to  the  original  bill. 

The  answer  in  this  case  to  the  plaintiff's 
original  bill  was  put  in  on  the  17th  of  No- 
vember 1843.  The  plaintiff,  on  the  5th  of 
December  following,  obtained  an  order  to 
amend,  and  the  defendant  answered  the 
amended  bill  on  the  1 2th  of  January  1844. 
The  plaintiff  then  obtained  an  order  on  the  7th 
of  March  from  the  Master,  giving  him  leave 
to  amend.  This  was  a  motion  to  discharge 
that  order  fbr  irregularity,  under  the  15th 
Order  of  1831(1). 

Mr,  Stuart  and  Mr,  Willcock,  in  support 
of  the  motion,  contended,  that  the  plaintiff 
had  only  six  weeks*  time  to  amend,  from  the 
day  on  which  the  original  answer  was  to  be 
deemed  sufficient,  and  not  from  the  day  on 
which  the  answer  to  the  amended  bill  Was 
to  be  deemed  sufficient ;  that  the  day  on 
which  the  answer  to  the  original  bill  was  po 
be  deemed  sufficient  was  the  5th  of  De- 
cember, the  day  when  the  plaintiff  obtained 
an  order  to  amend  his  bill ;  from  that  day, 

(1)  Ord.Can.8;  1  Law  J.  Rep,  (n.s.)  Ch.  1. 


therefore,  the  plaintiff  had  six  weeks  to  ob- 
tain his  second  order  to  amend  under  the 
13th  Order;  that,  consequently,  the  leave 
granted  for  the  plaintiff  to  amend  on  the 
7th  of  March  was  irregular.  Unless  the 
order  were  to  be  construed  in  this  manner, 
the  plaintiff  would  have  an  opportunity  of 
postponing  the  hearing  to  a  very  lengthened 
period,  as  he  might  take  six  weeks  to 
amend,  after  each  answer  should  be  deemed 
sufficient.  The  Master  had  no  right  to 
grant  an  order  for  leave  to  amend,  except 
within  six  weeks  from  the  answer  to  the 
original  bill  being  deemed  sufficient ;  there- 
fore, the  present  motion  was  irregular. 
The  following  cases  were  cited  : — 

Lloyd  V.  Wait,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  257. 

Bertolacci  v.  Johnstone,  2  Hare,  632 ; 
s.c.  ante,  99. 
Mr,  Bethell  and  Mr,  Lloyd,  contra, 
contended,  that  the  six  weeks  pointed  out 
by  the  13th  Order,  meant  from  the  time  the 
last  answer  was  to  be  deemed  sufficient. 
The  dme  at  which  the  answer  was  to  be 
deemed  sufficient,  was  explained  by  the 
Orders  themselves.  The  language  used  in 
the  4th,  6th,  12th,  and  13th  Orders,  as  to 
being  "  deemed  sufficient,"  explained  the 
meaning  of  those  words :  that  the  answer 
was  not  to  be  deemed  sufficient  till  after 
the  time  at  which  the  plaintiff  would  be 
unable  to  except,  and  not,  as  contended 
on  the  other  side,  frx>m  the  time  when  the 
plaintiff  had  prevented  himself  from  except- 
ing* ^y  putting  in  an  amendment  If  Uiis 
should  be  held  the  proper  construction,  the 
Master  was  quite  right  in  deciding  that  the 
six  weeks  might  be  entered  upon,  after  the 
antecedent  period  of  time  allowed  for  ex- 
cepting. The  answer  alluded  to  in  the 
Idth  Order  must  clearly  be  the  last  answer, 
and  not  the  answer  alone  to  the  original 
bilL  If  the  construction  were  otherwise, 
the  effect  would  be  that  the  defendant,  by 
driving  off  his  answer  to  the  latest  period, 
might  put  it  but  of  the  plaintiff^s .  power  to 
obtain  an  order  to  amend  his  amended  bill. 
The  plaintiff  would  have  a  right,  as  of 
course,  to  amend  his  bill  once;  and  the 
meaning  of  this  order  was  to  give  him 
power  to  apply  for  leave  to  amend  a  second 
time ;  that  liberty  might  be  rendered  nuga- 
tory, if  the  six  weeks  ran  from  the  first 
answer  being  deemed  sufficient.  The  fol- 
lowing cases  were  cited :— 
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Tomlinson  v.  Troughion,  (ante,  p.  277.) 
Whartan  v.  Swann,  2  Myl.  &  K,  362. 
Mr,  Sittart,  in  reply. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — I  think  that 
the  true  construction  of  the  13th  Order  is, 
that  the  expression  '*  after  the  answer  is  to 
be  deemed  sufficient,''  must  mean  the  last 
answer  that  has  been  filed ;  otherwise  this 
might  happen,  that  the  time  might  be  so 
continued,  that  when  the  last  answer  was 
filed,  more  than  two  months  might  have 
passed  before  the  plaintiff  could  apply  for 
leave  to  amend  his  amended  bill.  What  is 
intended  is,  I  think,  plainly  expressed; 
though  I  admit  there  is  not  a  sufficiency 
of  language.  In  the  case  of  Wharton  v. 
Swann,  which  was  appealed,  the  decision 
was,  that  if,  after  an  answer  had  been  put 
in,  and  a  replication  filed,  a  special  leave  be 
given  to  amend,  withdrawing  the  replication, 
that  the  special  leave  to  amend  should  be 
considered  as  putting  the  plaintiff  in  the 
same  situation  as  if  he  had  amended  his 
bill,  as  of  course,  before  answer.  The  true 
construction  of  this  order  is,  that  when 
once  the  Court  has  given  the  special  leave 
to  amend,  by  withdrawing  the  replication, 
that  order  puts  the  plaintiff  in  precisely  the 
same  situation  as  he  would  have  been 
in  when  he  had  filed  his  original  bill,  and 
an  answer  had  not  been  put  in.  It  is 
plain  the  13th  Order  contemplates  that 
there  may  be  one  amendment,  as  a  matter 
of  course;  and  it  also  contemplates  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  make  a  special  ap- 
pGcation  for  leave  to  make  another  amend* 
ment ;  but  not  so,  except  within  six  weeks 
from  the  time  when  the  answer  is  to  be 
deemed  sufficient.  It  would  be  absurd  to 
say  that  the  time  should  run  from  the  filing 
of  the  one  answer  to  the  bill  in  its  origincJ 
shape;  otherwise  the  computation  might 
prevent  the  plaintiff  from  having  his  six 
weeks  for  amending.  As  the  plaintiff  did 
get  an  order  to  amend,  and  an  answer  was 
put  in  to  that  amendment,  he  would  cer* 
tainly  have  the  same  time  for  making  an 
application  to  amend  his  bill  as  if  the 
answer  last  put  in  had  been  the  answer  to 
the  original  bill. 

Motion  refused. 


March  27 


}L 


ORD  HARBOROUGH  V. 
WARTNABY. 


Orders  of  Course, 

Orders  of  course  may  be  obtained  on  any 
day  when  the  Court  is  sitting,  whether  in 
term  or  out  of  term. 

By  the  decree  in  this  cause,  one  of  the 
defendants,  Douglas,  was  ordered  to  produce 
before  the  Master  certain  documents  men- 
tioned in  the  schedule  to  his  answer.  A 
warrant  was  afterwards  served  on  him,  re- 
quiring him  to  produce  these  documents 
before  the  Master.  The  defendant  did  not 
comply  with  that  requisition,  and  on  the 
22nd  of  March  1844,  the  plaintiff  obtained 
the  Master's  certificate,  that  the  defendant 
had  made  de&ult  in  the  production  of  the 
documents,  and  moved  for  the  usual  four 
day  order  to  compel  the  production  of  them. 
The  application  was  made  to  the  Vice 
Chancellor  Knight  Bruce,  but  the  registrar 
doubting  whether  such  an  order  ought  to  be^ 
made  on  any  day  out  of  term,  except  a  seal 
day,  the  motion  was  made  before  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  who  granted  the  motion. 
A  motion  was  now  made  by — 
Mr,  Wakefield,  onbehalf  of  the  defendant, 
that  this  order  should  be  discharged  for  irre* 
gularity,  on  the  ground,  that  it  was  obtained 
on  a  day  out  of  term,  which  was  not  a  seal 
day. 

Mr.  Anderdon  and  Mr.  Malins  opposed  it. 
The  following  authorities  were  referred  to: 

Parsons  v.  Parsons,  (1746),  Seton  on 
Decrees,  420. 

Saxby  v.  Saxby^  7  Sim.  140. 

Reece  v.  Humble,  10  Sim.  117;  s.  c* 
10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  222.  . 

1  Smith's  Ch,  Pr,  63. 

3  DanieU's  Ch.  Pr.  250. 

iSharp  V.  Ashion,  2  Yes.  &  Bea.  413* 

Rowe  V.  Jarrold,  5  Mad.  45. . 

Brierky  v.    Walmsley,  1  Keen,  141 ; 
s.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep«  (n.s.)  Chanc.  151. 

EarlofChesterfieldv.  Bond,  2  Bea.  263, 

Lord  Ferrers  v.  Fisher,  1  Keen,  144,  n. 

The  LoBjy  Chancellor,  after  comment- 
ing on  the  case,  and  stating  that  he  had 
mentioned  the  point  to  the  other  Judges  of 
the  Court,  said,  that  he  must  refuse  the 
motion,  without  costs ;  and  that  the  old  rule, 
which  prevented  a  party  from  obtaining  an 
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order  of  course,  except  oh  a  seal  day,  had 
been  broken  in  so  many  instanbes,' that  li 
would  be  better  to  put  an  end  to  it  alto- 
gether. 

•  N«tt.-*-Whetlier  any  modon  afEeotiag  the  par- 
Bonal  libertj  of  a  party  may  be  made  out  of  tefm, 
except  on  a  seal  day,  was  not  particularly  adverted 
to  by  the  r>ord  Chancellor. 


.} 


DEBKS  V,  STANHOPE.. 


v.c. 

March  20,  21 

Demurrer — Parties  --'Partners —  Corn* 
pany. 

Fourteen  shareholders  in  a  joint-stock 
company^  which  had  already  ceased  to  carry 
on  business,  filed  a  hill  on  behalf  of  them* 
selves  and  all  other  the  shareholders,  ex- 
cept the  defendants,  against  the  defendants, 
who  were  the  directors  of  the  company,  pray- 
ing  that  various  accounts  might  he  taken,  and 
that  the  partnership  might  be  dissolved.  The 
company  had  consisted  of  about  200  part" 
ners,  and  the  plaintiffs  alleged  that  it  would 
be  inconvenient  to  make  them  all  parties  :— 
Held,  upon  demurrer,  that  a  hill  praying 
dissolution  of  a  partnership  cannot  be  sus- 
tained without  all  the  partners  being  before, 
the  Court,  Leave  given  to  amend  and  assi". 
f^ilate  ihp  bill  to  that  in  Wallworth  v.  Holt, 
Suggestion  by  the  Court  that  a  clause  irk 
partnership  deeds,  allowing  a  certain  numb^. 
tf  partners  to  sue,  would  obviate  this  difficulty^ 
•  < 

^.  This  WZ&  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  for  want  pj^ 
equity,  want  of  parties,  and  on  account  o( 
t}ie  construction  of  the  bill.  The  deplahv* 
turned  upon  want  of  parties  ^^7»  ^d  the 
material  i&cts  were  these: — The  .bill  wa^ 
filed  by  fourteen  persons,  shareholder^  40, 
the.Marylebone  Joint  Stodc  Bankiiig  CoiP'*- 
pany,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  oth^r. 
th^  ihareholdera  and  proprietoja  of  the 
companyt  except  the  defendants*  The  de^ 
feodants  were  eleven  other  shareholders  in 
the  company,  who  were  or  had  beendirec* 
tors,  and  the  representatives  of  three. other 
shareholders,  who  had  also  been  directors 
of  the  company,  one  of;  whom  had  died,  and 
the  other  two  beco;rae  bankrupt. .  The  bill 
alleged  a  number  of  acts  of  mismanagement 
and  breach  of  trust,  ou  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendants, in  consequence  of  which  the  affairs 


of  the  tompatiy  had  become  ihj^qrvedj'aiid 
it  stated,  that  m^Xuguet  i^i\,  the  Wsiness 
of  the  company  had  ceased,  although  diere 
had  not  been  any  formal  dissolution  of  the 
partnership ;  that  except  for  the  purpose  oj 
winding  up  the  affairs,  and  calling  the  di-| 
rectors  to  account,  the  said  partnership  had 
become,  and  was,  in  fact,  dissolved.  Tlie 
bill  then  charged,  that  if  the  accounts  of  the 
partnership  were  properly  taken,  a  large 
sum  of  money  would  be  found  due  flpora  the 
directors  to  the  other  shareholders  of  the 
company ;  that  the  proprietors  of  th<*  com- 
pany exceeded  200  in  number ;  ths^t  many 
of  diem  were  unknown  to  the  plaintiffs- 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not^^  without 
great  inconvenience,  make  them  all  parties 
to  the  suit. 

The  bill  then  prayed,  that  it  mi^ht  be 
declared  that  the  business'  of  the  company 
having  ceased,  the  said  company,  subject 
only  to  the  winding  up  and  finally  closing 
the  affairs  thereof,  was  dissolved,  or  ought  to 
be.  dissolved,  and  n^ight  be  dissolved,  by  the 
decree  of  tl^e  Court ;  or  that  such  other  de- 
claration might  be  made  as  tlie  draum- 
stances  of^  thp  case  might  require ;  and  ths^ 
it  might  be  referred  ip  the -Master,  to  take 
an  account  qf  the  number  of  sharej^  in  the 
said  company  subscribed  for,  distinguishing 
how  many  by  each  subscriber,  and  when 
subscribad  for^  the  deposits  and  calls  in 
respect,  thereof,  and  when  respect! veJy  paid, 
and  an  account  of  the  sums  of  money  re- 
ceiived'by  t^e  dfefcfidanits,  and  all  the  dealings 
4^3  tra];is9Ctions  of  the  directors  in  regard  to 
the  affairs  of  the  company,  and  that  the  de- 
fe^d^nts  mij^t  be  dedaied  personally  liable 
to  make  good  whatever  should  be  £ound  due 
from  thep^jto  the  company;  and  thai  an 
ac^funit  might  be  taken  of  all  the  debts,  if 
any,'  still  owing  by  the  company,  and  an 
ac^\mt  pf  the  outstanding  debts  due  to  the 
company,  and  that  the  same  might  be  applied 
in  pnymevt  of  such  debts,  if  any>  of  the 
company,  and  that  the  siuplus  might  be 
ascertained  and  divided  rateably  amongst 
a|id  according  to  the  shares  hdd  by  the 
propi:ietors  of  the  company. 

Mr,  Stuart  and  Mr.  fVillcock,  for  the 
demurrer,  contended,  that  all  the  share- 
holders ought  to  be  made  parties  to  a  biil 
which  prayed  a  dissolution  of  partnership. 
The  bill  stated,  that  there  were  about  200 
partners  in  the  company,  and  the  only  reason 
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atdgned  for  not  making  them  parties  was, 
that  it  would  be  very  inconvenient.  They 
did  not  state  whether  or  not  they  were  ac- 

Suainted  with  the  names  or  addresses  of 
lose  not  made  parties.  In  fact,  it  would 
be  very  easy  for  them  to  obtain  every  in- 
formation about  all  the  shareholders.  The 
Coart  could  have  no  power  to  wind  up  the 
afiairs,  or  to  dissolve  the  company^  without 
having  every  single  member  present.  In 
winding  up  the  affairs,  it  would  be  neces- 
sary to  have  an  account  of  the  affairs  of 
every  individual  of  the  company.  In  the 
case  of  Long  v.  Yonge{X\  there  was  some 
reason  for  alloMring  the  oill,  as  there  were 
about  4,000  members,  and  it  would  have 
been  impossible  to  have  made  them  all 
parties. 

M*Mahon  v.  Upton,  2  Sim.  473 ;  s«  c. 

7  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  125. 
Seddon  v.  Connell,  10  Sim.  58  ;  s.  c.  9 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  341. 
Evans  v.   Stokes,  1  Keen,  24 ;  s.  c.  5 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  129. 
WaUworth  v.  Holt,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  619 ; 
B.C.  10LawJ.Rep.(N.s.)Chanc.  138. 
Richardson  V.  Hastings,  ante,  p.  142. 
A  demurrer  was   filed  some  time  ago  in 
this  case  to  the  bill,  which  was  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiffs,  and  all  other  shareholders,  who 
shoold  come  in  and  prove :   that  demurrer 
was  allowed ;  and  now  the  present  frame  of 
the  bin  was  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  and  all 
others  the  shareholders  of  the  company,  ex- 
cept the  defendants. 

Mr.  Etmsleg  and  Mr,  Wood,  for  the  de- 
fendants in  the  cross  suit,  cited,  in  support 
of  the  demurrer, 

Richardson  v.  Larpent,  2  You.  Be  Coll 

N.C.  507. 
Foss  V.  Harbottle,  2  Hare,  461. 
Mr.  Wakefield,  Mr.  B&thell,  and  Mr. 
Lovai,  in  support  of  the  bill,  cited 

Fan  Sandau  y.  Moore,'  1  Russ.  441 ; 

8.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  177. 
Tayhr  y.  Salmon,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  134. 
Mare  v.  Malachy,  1  Ibid.  559 ;  s.  c.  5 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  845. 
In  cases  where  there   appeared    to   be  al 
conflict  between  the  rule  of  law  and  jtfstice, 
the  principles  of  justice  must  be  followed. 
Snch  would  be  the  plan  acted  upon  by  the 
CooTt  at  the  present  day,  and  it  must  be 

(1)  2  Sim.  900. 
New  Seribs,  XI IT. — Chanc. 


seen  what  effect  would  be  produced  upon 
the  parties  to  this  suit.  The  plaintiffs  sought 
to  recover  a  large  sum  'Of  money  ;  it  might 
happen  that  between  the  different  classes  of 
plaintiffs  one  might  be  able  to  demand 
more  than  another,  but  still  they  all  had  a 
claim  against  the  defendants ;  and  the  ques  - 
tion  was,  whether  they  had  not  made  out  a 
case  to  shew  that  some  of  the  defendants 
had  acted  improperly,  and  had  not  paid  up 
their  calls.  The  rule  as  to  making  all  the 
persons  parties,  could  never  be  so  unchange- 
able as  that  it  could  not  be  departed  from 
in  extreme  cases  ;  for  otherwise  there  would 
be  many  companies,  the  affairs  of  wMch 
never  could  be  wound  up ;  it  would  be  an 
effectual  denial  of  justice  in  many  instances. 
In  this  case,  no  harm  would  come  to  the 
absent  defendants  by  reason  of  their  not 
being  made  parties — Cockburn  v.  Thomp- 
son (2).  , 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — The  case  stands 
in  this  way.  Some  of  the  objections  I  do 
not  think  it  necessary  at  all  to  notice ;  but 
the  real  difficulty  is,  that  here  the  objection 
is  made  by  some  of  the  partners  themselves 
to  the  bill,  because  it  prays  a  dissolution  of 
the  partnership,  not  having  all  the  partners 
here.  Now,  it  certainly  does  appear  to  me, 
that  there  is  a  train  of  decisions  which  has 
held,  that  where  the  bill  is  brought  for  the 
dissolution  of  the  partnership,  that  cannot' 
be  effbcted  unless  you  have  all  the  parties 
interested  before  the  Court ;  and  the  language 
which  Lord  Langdale  uses  in  the  case  of 
Evans  v.  Stokes,  is  really  language,  it  must 
be  observed,  used  six  years  after  the  case  of 
Long  V.  Yonge  was  decided.  Lord  Langdale 
there  says,  **  It  is  perfectly  obvious,  that  a 
stilt  where  all  the  accounts  of  the  partnership 
are  to  be  taken,  and  the  rights  of  all  the 
partners  are  to  be'  determined,  as  between 
themselves,  and  under  the  various  drcum- 
stances  in  which  they  stand  in  relation  to 
each  other— some  of  them,  for  instance,  hav- 
ingpaid  theit calls,  and  others  having  omitted 
to  do  so; — cannot  be  prosecuted  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  of  those  partners."  Well,  then, 
after  that,  you  have  the  commentary  of 
Lord  Cottenham,  in  WaUworth  v.  Holt;  and 
Lord  Cottenham,  as  I  collect  from  what  he 
said  in  that  case,  would,  if  the  case  before 
him  had  been  d^rent  from  what  it  was, 

(2)  16  Ves.  821. 
20 
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have  done  that  which  he  seemed  very  much 
inclined  to  do.  But  it  must  be  observed, 
in  the  first  place,  that  in  the  case  of  fFall^ 
worth  V.  HoU,  it  was  not  a  bill  for  dis- 
solving the  partnership;  and,  therefore,  I 
have  got  only  the  opinion  theoretically 
expressed  by  Lord  Cottenham  on  the  sub- 
ject ;  but  I  very  much  doubt  whether  all 
that  bad  consequence  which  my  Lord  Cot- 
tenham foresaw,  namely »  the  denial  of  jus- 
tice, would  arise,  because  it  really  comes  to 
nothing  more  than  this,  that  in  these  part- 
nerships, constituted  of  a  vast  number  of 
persons,  it  would  be  extremely  easy  for  the 
purpose  of  getting  rid  of  any  such  objection 
as  this,  to  make  a  proviso,  that  none  of  the 
parties  shall  make  the  objection,  if  a  bill  is 
brought  by  some  of  them  for  a  dissolution 
of  the  partnership,  that  all  of  them  are  not 
parties ;  I  see,  myself,  no  reason  why  a  man 
should  not  stand  (if  I  may  use  the  expres- 
sion,) trustee  of  an  objection,  in  trust  for 
another,  and  if  he  undertakes  to  be  trustee 
of  a  possible  objection,  which  he  might 
make  for  the  benefit  of  any  of  the  parties 
who  might  wish  to  file  a  bill  against  him,  I 
see  nothing  illegal  in  that ;  and  I  have  not 
the  slightest  doubt  that  the  introduction  of 
some  such  clause  would  have  the  effect  of 
getting  rid  of  this  sort  of  objection,  which 
existed  in  the  mind  of  Lord  Cottenham. 

Then  I  stand  in  this  situation,  that  here 
is  a  series  of  decisions,  and  there  is  nothing 
to  be  opposed  against  it  in  the  way  of  ad- 
verse decision,  because  T  put  Coekbum  v. 
Tliompson  out  of  the  case ;  for  it  does  not 
appear  that  any  of  the  other  partners  made 
the  objection,  and  what  Lord  Elden  deter- 
mined was,  that  Thompson  should  not  make 
the  objection,  for  he  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  matter ;  it  was  quite  collateral  to 
him,  whether  the  partnership  was  dissolved 
or  not.  Then  I  have  got  a  set  of  decisions 
uniform,  and  I  have  only  this  theory  of 
Lord  Cottenham's  given  in  a  case  in  which 
it  really  was  not  necessary  to  go  so  far  as 
his  Lordship  did ;  and,  therefore,  I  confess 
I  feel  myself  bound — I  have  no  authority 
whatever  to  alter  the  law  established  by  a 
course  of  decision.  If  it  is  necessary  to  carry 
the  matter  further,  my  Lord  Chancellor 
may  say,  that  at  the  present  time  it  is  quite 
right  that  the  law  should  be  altered  ;  let  his 
Loi^dship  say  so ;  but  I  do  not  thiidL  I  am 
at  liberty  to  say  so  myself. 


There  is  a  further  observation  that  I  have 
to  make,  and  that  is  this,  that  I  do  not  under- 
stand exactly  what  is  the  value,  in  substance, 
of  the  thing  contended  for ;  because,  though 
I  find  this  allegation,  which  really  seems 
£airly  to  amount  to  this,  that  all  the  debts 
have  been  paid,  and  so  on,  and  all  the  pro- 
perty disposed  of,  I  find  this  thing  asked 
by  the  prayer.  In  the  first  place,  notwith- 
standing that  passage,  which  speaks  about 
the  formal  dissolution,  it  is  asked  expressly 
that  it  may  be  declared,  "  that  the  business 
of  the  company  having  ceased,  the  company 
is  dissolved,  or  ought  to  be  dissolved,  and 
may  be  dissolved;'*  and  then  it  asks  a 
variety  of  accounts — amongst  others,  it  asks, 
"  That  the  Master  may  take  an  account  of 
all  the  dealings  and  transactions  of  the  di- 
rectors," and  so  on  ;  "  and  that  the  Master 
may  take  an  accoimt  of  all  the  debts,  if  any." 
Why,  there  was  a  previous  allegation,  as  I 
understand,  that  they  were  all  paid;  ''of 
all  the  debts,  if  any,  now  owing  by  the  com- 
pany, and  a  like  account  of  the  outstanding 
assets  of,  and  debts  due  to,  the  company,  and 
of  the  undisposed  of  effects  of  the  company ;" 
when,  as  it  appears  to  me,  it  is  in  express 
language  stated,  that  all  the  effects  have 
been  disposed  of.  It  is  expressly  stated, 
"  That  in  August  1841,  the  business  of  the 
company  ceased  and  determined,  and  that  all 
the  cash  credit  accounts,  and  all  other  ac- 
counts of  all  and  every  customer  with  the 
company  were  in  the  month  of  August  1841, 
either  closed  or  transferred  to  the  London 
and  Westminster  Bank,  and  that  since  then 
the  continuing  directors  of  the  company  have 
sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of  the  several 
houses  in  which  the  business  of  the  company 
was  carried  on,  as  well  as  other  the  effects  of 
the  company.*'  I  do  not  understand  why, 
with  that  statement,  the  prayer  is  carried 
on  to  this  extent ;  and  I  cannot  but  sup- 
pose, that  the  prayer  is  constructed  widely 
upon  a  secret  supposition  that  some  of  the 
allegations  of  the  bill  might  not  happen  to 
be  proved  at  the  hearing ;  and,  therefore, 
the  prayer  might  be  very  consistent  with 
what  would  appear  at  the  hearing,  although 
at  present  it  would  appear  somewhat  incon- 
sistent with  what  is  stated  on  the  ftce  of 
the  bill.  Now,  it  seems  to  me,  that  sup- 
posing the  fact  is  sabstantiaUy  true,  namely, 
that  the  business  has  ceased,  and  that  the 
real  object  is  to  get  in  money,  which  either 
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the  directors  ought  not  to  have  received 
themselves,  or  which  they  have  improperly 
paid  to  other  persons,  and  so  on,  so  as  in 
effect  to  make  them  accountable  for  what 
they  really  and  band  fide  owe  to  their  part- 
ners, that  relief  might  be  had  without  seek- 
ing the  dissolution  of  the  company,  on  the 
very  principle  of  the  decision  in  JVallworth 
V.  HoU ;  and,  therefore,  though  I  shall  allow 
the  demurrer,  I  will  give  leave  to  have  this 
bill  amended,  fcMr  the  purpose  of  having  it 
made  consistent  with  the  established  case  of 
WaUworth  v.  HoU,  which  nobody  will  dis- 
pute. 


V 

March 


.C.      1 
ch6.  J 


SCOTT  V,  MOORE. 


WiU — Due  Course  of  Administration, 

A  testtUor  gave  two  sums  of  stock,  upon 
trust,  for  Elizabeth  Bowell,  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  her  children ;  but,  if  she  died 
without  children,  then  the  two  sums  were  to 
be  considered  as  part  of  his  personal  estate, 
and  be  disposed  of  in  a  due  course  of  admi- 
nistration.  He  then  gave  the  residue  of  his 
personal  estate,  of  which  he  should  die  pos^ 
sessed,  subject  to  his  debts,  ^c,  to  Elizabeth 
Bowell,  her  executors  and  administrators, 
and  appointed  her  his  executrix.  She  died 
without  children: — Held,  that  the  '* due 
course  of  administration"  would  be  best  «/- 
feeted,  by  directing  that  Elizabeth  Bowell 
should  take  the  fund  under  the  residuary 
clause,  subject  to  debts,  and  that  the  testator's 
next-of-kin  were  not  entitled. 

Masters  v.  Hooper,  4  Bro.  C.C,  207. 
dissented  from, 

William  White,  the  testator  in  this  cause, 
by  his  will,  dated  the  30th  of  December 
1841,  bequeathed  the  sum  of  5,000/.  a-piece 
to  his  sisters,  and  then  gave  19,000/.  con- 
sols, and  1,000/.  East  India  stock,  upon 
trust  for  Elizabeth  Bowell,  his  servant,  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  her  children ;  *'  but  in 
case  the  said  Elizabeth  Bowell  shall  happen 
to  depart  this  life,  without  leaving  any 
child  of  her  body  lawfully  begotten,  dien  I 
direct  that  the  said  [two  principal  sums] 
shall  be  considered  as  part  of  my  personad 
estate  and  efiects,  and  be  disposed  of  in  a 


due  course  of  administration. "  The  testator 
then  gave  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder 
of  his  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever,- of  which  he  should  die  pos- 
sessed, subject  to  his  debts,  funeral  and 
testamentary  and  incidental  expenses,  unto 
the  said  Elizabeth  Bowell,  her  executors 
and  administrators,  to  and  for  her  and  their 
own  use  and  benefit ;  and  the  testator  ap- 
pointed Elizabeth  Bowell  the  executrix  of 
his  said  will. 

Elizabeth  Bowell  died  without  leaving 
any  child ;  and  a  question  was  raised  be- 
tween the  next-of-kin  of  the  testator,  and 
the  representatives  of  Elizabeth  Bowell, 
whether  the  two  sums  bequeathed  passed, 
upon  the  death  of  Elizabeth  Bowell,  to  the 
testator's  next-of-kin,  under  the  words  '*  due 
course  of  administration,"  or  whether  they 
were  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  resi- 
duary estate  to  which  Elizabeth  Bowell  was 
entitled,  and  therefore  passed  to  her  repre- 
sentatives. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr,  Parry,  for  the  next- 
of-kin,  contended,  that  the  testator  never 
could  have  intended  the  two  sums  of  stock 
to  become  part  of  the  residue,  which  he 
disposed  of,  by  his  will,  to  Elizabeth  Bowell. 
In  looking  at  the  intention,  some  regard 
should  be  paid  to  the  large  amount  of  the 
fimd:  these  sums  constituted  the  bulk  of 
his  property  ;  and  there  was  no  reason  for 
his  leaving  them  away  from  his  sisters; 
the  meaning  of  the  testator  was,  that  iif 
Elizabeth  Bowell  died  without  issue,  then 
the  fund  should  go  as  if  he  had  died  intes* 
tate.  The  words  "  in  a  due  course  of  ad- 
ministration" was  a  known  form  of  words, 
and  had  a  definite  signification  in  the  lawa 
of  the  country. 

Cases  cited — 

Doe  d.  Davis  v.  Saunders,  Cowp.  420. 
Clapton  V.  Bulmer,  10  Sim.  426 ;  s.  c. 

9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  261. 
Jones  V.  Colbeck,  8  Ves.  38. 
1  Roper  on  Legacies,  118. 
Masters  v.  Hooper,  4  Bro.  C.C.  207. 
Bird  V.  Wood,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  400 ;  s.  c. 

4  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  86. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr,  Glasse,  Mr.  Bethell 
and  Mr.  Kenyon,  Mr.    Walker  and  Mr, 


1 


284 


COURTS  oi'i  ^^nAi^<;E«y 


HiH^m,  Jip4  ^^\  Jj^cyer*,  AJKPftar^  %.  par- 
ties iri  tb§  wne  laterestt   j  , ,  i  . 

Mr.W^kefifild,  -Mr,.  K\  farker,,  Mr. 
Loymdc^f-  an^  Mr.  Wrights  appealed  on 
tl\e  opposite  side^  .byt  nfctre.^qt  called  upon. 

The  VicjB  CriA>icw.LOft,— rln  »y  opinion, 
the  next-of-kin  are  not  entitled ;  yoUv  must 
give,  the  words  their  nataral  9ense,  There 
is  one  obaervation  as  to  this  will,  that  Uie 
characteristic  of  the  testator  waa  tautology ; 
for  instance,  he  calls  the  paper^  three  diffe- 
rent times,  his  last  will  and  testament,  and 
he  does  the  same  thing  in  several  inatances  : 
this  is  so  far  material  that  it  shews  how  he 
delighted  in  an  exuberance  of  words.  He 
firi^t  gives  one  legacy,  and  then  he  gives 
another  legacy  ;  and  then,  in  the  next  por- 
tion of  his  will,  he  compresses  the  gift  of 
the  two  legacies .  into  one  aentence.  [His 
Honour  here  read  the  words  of  the  will»] 
All  the  argument  I  have  heard  for  the  next* 
of-kin,  is,  that  this  fund  shall  not  go  in  a  . 
due  course  qf  administration:  that  .would 
be.  to  leave  the  £ind  applicable  to  debta, 
and  the  surplus  to  go  according  tp  his  will 
or  the  Statute  of  Pistributions,  To  give  it 
a  conspruction  that  it  is  not  to  be  liable  to 
the  payment  of  debts,  is  to  contradict  the 
very  words.  If  it  is  to  go  in  the  due  course 
of  administration,  it  should  be  treiuted  as  a 
residue,  then  it  would  go  in  that  manner. 
I  cannot  see  how  the  direction  that  the 
fund  shall  go  in  a  due  course  of  administra- 
tion, is  to  be  taken  to  mean,  in  the  first 
place,  that  it  shall  not  go  in  a  due  course  of 
administration,  and  then,  that  it  is  a  gill,  in 
such  a  manner  that  the  subsequent  .residuary 
clause  is  not  to  include  the  fund.  In  my 
opinion,  the  expression,  'Vrest»  residue 
and  remainder**  will  comprehend  this  stocki . 
in  the  event  which  happened  ;  and  if  I  give 
that  effect  to  the  words,  I  make  it  go  as  far 
as  it  will  in  a  due  course  of  administration. 
I  think»  therefore,  that  Elizabeth  Bowell 
took  the  fund,  absolutely,  in  the  event 
which  happened.  The  case  of  Lord  Thur- 
]ow*s,  Masters  v.  Hooper ^  does  not  appear  to 
me  to  be  right.  It  is  directly  at  variance 
with  the  case  oi  Ebnsley  t.  Young  (1). 

(1)  2  MyL&  K.  780;  i;  o.  4  Uw  J.  Rep.  (ma) 
Chuc.  200. 
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M«K:h  27  if., 

I 

Mortgage' — 'dhattel  Interest — 'C%ose  in 
Action— Priority  of  Mortgagee, 

A  te^Mn  gi^v$  to  irmkn  his  heauhoUL 
property  upon  WuBt  for  Mf  m»  for,  lifei  and, 
ihatk  for  hi9  ^m'a  ehiliken  ;  afUr  fshiok,  he 
charge  the  pr^erig  with  an  awmuiig  ef 
45L  for  his  daughter*  The  damghier  ami 
her  husband  aligned  ihi$.  annmUy  ir  T^ 
Mumdaff,  to  uewr4^  26CMi»  and  ^f^fterwurdt 
assigu^d  the  eame  minuH$fi94heplaiuiiffia  se- 
cure 500i.  Notice  of  ike  firei  charge  wa$  nd 
given  to  ihe  trustees  tUl  long  aflet  fMlterwat 
given  of  the  eeeond  charge  .-^^Htldy  thmi  the 
legal  interest  in  the  let^seholds  passed  io  the 
trustees  for  ihe  benefit  of  ihe  tettalor*e  sou 
and  his  son's  children,  charged  with  ihe  mi- 
nuiiy;  and  this  being  a  chattel  interest  in 
equity  t  and  not  sulject  to  the  rules  respecting 
the  assignment  qf  a  chose  in  aetsom,  that 
Mundojf  was  entitled  in  respect  ^  hie  Jkti 
mortgage  securitg  to  priority  over  ihe  sasend 
seewitg  qf  the  plMntijf. 

George  Rabbitts,  by  his  will,dated  the&th 
of,  August  1822,  gave  unto  Cketro  Rabbitts 
and  George  Bethell  his  several  leasehold 
farms  and  lands  in  tha  county  of  Someraet, 
thereiD  particularly  mentioned,  and  heki  of 
the. Marquis  of  Bath,  upon  trust  for  bis, 
the  testator'a  son,  Robert  Rabbitts,  for  his 
life,  and  upon  his  death  to  the  use  of  his 
children  lawfully  begotten;  and  the  will 
then  proceeded  as  follows  : — *'  First,  I  do 
hereby  charge  aind  incumber  the  above  farms 
and  lands  with  payment  of  annuities — first, 
with  a  dear  yearly  sum  of  100^.  to  my  wife 
[since  deceased]  for  and  during  the  tenoa  of 
her  natural  life.  Also  one  other  sum  of 
45^  to  my  daughter,  Frances  Tovey,  [the 
wife  of  Thomas  Tovey]  yearly,  and  every 
year  during  all  my  interest  therein,  for  her 
owB  separate  use  and  benefit,  exclusive  of 
her  present  or  future  husband,  and  her  re* 
ceipt  shall  be  a  discharge  to  my  said  trustees 
or  to  my  son  Robert.''  By  an  indeatuve 
dated  the  19th  of  March  1828,  Thomas 
Tovey  and  Frances  his  wife,  assigned  the 
said  annual  sum  of  45^.,  bequeathed  by  the 
said  will  to  the  said  Frances  Tovey,  to  one 
Thomas  Munday,  for  securing  the  sum  of 
250^.     By  an  indenture  dated  the  30th  of 
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June  1836,  Thomas  Tpvey  and  Frances  his 
wife  assigned  the  said  annual  sum  of  45l. 
to  Thomas  Wiltshire,  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  the  payment  to  him  of  the  sum 
of  500/.  Notice  of  this  latter  deed  was 
guren  to  the  tmitees  of  the  testator's  will, 
hut  no  iiotiee  was  given  of  the  former  secu- 
ri^,  at  least,  not  till  Septemher  1840, 
whick  was  long  afler  the  trustees  had  re- 
cetved  notke  of  the  deed  of  June  1836. 
The  bill  was  filed,  by  the  personal  repre- 
sentatives of  Thomas  Wiltshire,  against 
Cicero  Babbitts,  George  Bethell,  Thomas 
Tovey  and  Frances  his  wife,  and  William 
Monday  and  Matthew  Davis,  who  were  the 
penonal  representatives  of  Thomas  Mun- 
day;  and  after  stating  the  above  circum- 
stanees,  and  charging  that  the  plaintiff 
were  entitled,  in  respect  of  their  mortgage 
security,  to  priority  over  the  security  of  the 
defendants  Munday  and  Davis,  the  bill 
pmyed,  that  the  plaintiffs  might  be  entitled 
to  tbe  said  annuity  of  45/.,  by  virtue  and 
for  the  purposes  of  their  mortgage  security, 
and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what 
was  due  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  principal,  in- 
terest, and  costs  on  their  said  mortgage 
seeority,  and  for  a  foreclosure  in  case  of 
non*payaient  thereof. 

Mr,  Bethell  and  Mr.  Rogers,  for  the 
plaintiffs. — lliis  case  must  be  governed  by 
the  doctrine  established  in  Dearie  v.  HaU 
(1)  and  Loperidge  v.  Cooper  (2),  and  followed 
in  subsequent  cases.  Here  no  notice  was 
given  to  the  trustees,  by  the  first  incum- 
brancer, till  September  1840,  but  the  second 
incumbrancer  gave  notice  to  them  in  1837 ; 
therefore  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  pri- 
ority. Jones  V.  /ones  (3),  decided  by  your 
HoncKir,  will  probably  be  relied  on  by  the 
other  side ;  but  that  case  does  not  apply, 
for  that  was  the  case  of  real  estate ;  this  is 
the  case  of  a  chose  in  action.  The  criterion 
to  determine  whether  notice  should  or 
should  not  be  given  is  this,— does  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  assignment  admit  of  being 
assigned  at  law  ?  Now  here,  the  right  of 
Mrs.  Tovey  to  the  annual  sum  arises  under 
the  direction  to  the  trustees.  She  has  an 
equitable  interest,  and  nothing  more. 

(1)  3  Russ.  1  }  8.C.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  Cbanc.  62. 

(2)  3  Ibid.  30;  s.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  Cbanc.  75. 

(3)  S  Sim.  633;   s.  c.   7   Law  JT.   Rep.  (n.s.) 
Cbanc.  164. 


jPo^er  V.  BlaeJcsione,  I  Myl.  &  K.  297  ; 
s.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  84  ; 
s.  c.  on  appeal,  9  Bli.  332. 

Greening  v.  Bechjord,  5  Sim.  195. 
Mr.  Tripp,  for  the  defendants  Munday 
and  Davis.  •—  The  whole  of  the  argument 
advanced  in  support  of  the  plaintiffs*  case 
rests  upon  the  assumption  that  the  annuity 
or  rent-charge  was  vested  in  the  trustees,  for 
the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Tovey,  and  that  the  an- 
nuity is  a  mere  chose  in  action.  There  is 
no  foundation  for  that  argument.  In  the 
first  place,  it  is  clear  that  the  testator's 
meaning  was  to  make  the  annuities  a  pri- 
mary charge  upon  his  leasehold  property, 
and  if  so,  this  is  the  case  of  a  legal  rent  or 
chaige,  and  not  a  mere  equitable  charge  or 
interest.  But,  secondly,  the  interest  in 
question  is  not  a  chose  in  action ;  it  is  either 
a  chattel  interest,  if  the  property  is  held  for 
a  term  of  years,  or  a  freehold  interest,  if  the 
leases  are  for  lives ;  and  it  has  never  been 
decided  that  the  purchaser  or  mortgagee  of 
such  an  interest  is  bound  to  give  notiee  to 
any  person  of  the  conveyance  to  him.  The 
rule  in  such  a  case  is,  qui  prior  est  tempore 
potior  est  jure,  and  there  is,  then,  no  ground 
for  postponing  the  security  of  the  defen- 
dants Munday  and  Davis,  to  that  of  the 
plaintiffs. 

Jones  V.  Jones,  8  Sim.  633 ;  s.  c.  7  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  164. 

Peacock  v.  Burt,  Coote  on  Mortgages, 
693. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Follett,  for  the 
trustees. 

Mr.  Rudall,  for  Cicero  Rabbitts. 
Mr.  Bethell,  in  reply. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — In  my  opinion 
this  is  plain.  I  consider  it  very  important 
to  keep  up  the  distinction  between  chattel 
interests  and  choses  in  action.  If  I  am  to 
put  a  construction  on  the  will,  I  should  say 
the  true  effect  is,  that  the  legal  interest  in 
the  leasehold  property  passed  to  the  persons 
named  as  trustees,  in  trust  for  the  son  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  his  child  or  children, 
charged  with  an  annuity  of  45/.  for  the  use 
of  Mrs.  Tovey,  and  I  apprehend  that  that 
annuity  is  a  chattel  interest  in  equity ;  and 
I  think,  it  being  so,  it  is  not  a  chose  in 
action,  and  not  subject  to  any  of  the  rules 
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established  with  respect  to  the  assignment 
of  a  chose  in  action.  Therefore,  the  person 
taking  the  first  grant  comes  first,  and  the 
second  comes  second  ;  consequently,  the 
plaintiff's  come  in  as  second  incumbrancers. 
As  to  the  case  of  Foster  v.  Blackstone,  the 
facts  were  these : — ^The  Duke  of  Marlbo- 
rough having  concurred  in  vesting  the  estate 
l>efore  the  sale,  certain  instruments  were  exe- 
cuted which  would  have  made  the  plaintiff 
annuitants,  but  there  was  a  charge  made  in 
favour  of  Sir  Charles  Cockerell  afterwards. 
Sir  Charles  gave  notice,  and  before  the  bill 
was  filed  the  whole  estate  was  sold,  and 
the  produce  remained  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustees. 

Declare  that  the  defendants  Munday  and 
Davis  are,  in  respect  of  their  mortgage 
security,  entitled  to  priority  over  the  mort- 
gage security  of  the  plaintiff. 


V.C. 

March 


•n.} 


GRIFFITHS  9.  OALS. 


Will — Lapse — Appotntment. 

The  SSrd  section  of  the  1  Vict.  c.  26, 
which  directs,  that  where  a  child  of  a  testator 
to  whom  property  is  devised  or  bequeathed, 
dies  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  leaving 
issue,  who  should  be  alive  at  the  testator's 
death,  such  devise  or  bequest  shall  not  lapse, 
does  not  apply  to  an  exercise  by  will  of  a 
power  of  appointment  among  children. 

On  the  26th  of  July  1794,  the  sum  of 
2,000i.  stock,  the  property  of  Mary  Moffatt 
Walbancke,  was  assigned  to  trustees,  upon 
her  marriage  with  John  Jones,  and  settled 
upon  her  for  her  separate  use  for  life  ;  and 
after  her  decease,  in  trust  for  the  said  John 
Jones  for  life,  and  after  the  decease  of  the 
survivor  of  them,  the  said  Mary  Moffatt 
Walbancke  and  John  Jones,  in  case  there 
should  be  one  or  more  child  or  children  of 
the  body  of  the  said  Mary  Moffatt  Jones,  in 
trust  to  transfer  the  said  sum  of  2,000/.  to 
the  same  only  child,  or  unto  and  amongst 
all  and  every,  or  such  one  or  more  child  or 
children,  at  such  age  or  ages,  and  in  such 
parts,  manner,  and  form,  as  the  said  John 
Jones  and  Mary  Moffatt  his  wife,  at  any 
time  or  times  during  their  joint  lives,  by  any 
deed  or  deeds,  to  be  by  both  of  them  sealed 
and  delivered,  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more 


credible  witnesses,  should  direct  or  appoint ; 
and  in  default  of  such  joint  direction  or  ap- 
pointment, then  as  Mary  Moffatt  Jones,  in 
case  she  should  survive  John  Jones,  should 
at  any  time  or  times  after  his  death,  notwith- 
standing any  future  coverture,  by  any  deed 
or  deeds,  writing  or  writings,  with  or  with- 
out power  of  revocation,  to  be  by  her  exe- 
cuted as  aforesaid,  or  by  her  last  will  and 
testament  in  writing,  or  any  writing  pur- 
porting to  be,  or  in  the  nature  of,  her  last 
will  and  testament,  or  a  codicil  or  codicils 
to  be  by  her  signed  and  published  in  the 
presence  of  the  like  number  of  witnesses, 
direct  or  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  and 
subject  to  q^ch  direction  and  appoint- 
ment, unto  all  and  every  the  child  and 
children  of  Mary  Moffatt  Jones  lawfully 
begotten,  or  to  be  begotten,  to  be  equally 
divided  between  and  amongst  them,  if  more 
than  one ;  and  if  there  should  be  but  one 
such  child,  then  the  whole  to  such  one  child ; 
to  be  a  vested  interest  in  a  son  or  sons,  at 
their  age  or  respective  ages  of  twenty-one 
years,  and  in  a  daughter  or  daughters  on 
attaining  such  age,  or  marrying  before  such 
age,  with  benefit  of  survivorship  between 
such  of  them  as  should  die,  not  having  at- 
tained a  vested  interest  in  the  settled  stock. 

John  Jones  died  in  January  1 839,  leaving 
three  children,  James,  Stephen,  and  John ; 
William,  a  fourth  son,  died  in  July  185$,  and 
letters  of  administration  were  taken  cat  to 
him  by  his  brother  John. 

About  seven  months  after  the  death  of 
her  husband,  Mary  Moffatt  Jones,  by  deed- 
poll,  executed  her  power  of  appointment,  and 
directed  one-third  of  the  settled  stock  to  be 
transferred  upon  her  death  to  her  son  James. 

Mary  Moffatt  Jones,  by  her  will,  bearing 
date  the  5th  of  August  1889,  after  reciting 
the  indenture  of  settlement,  and  her  appoint- 
ment made  in  pursuance  of  the  power  therein 
contained,  made  an  appointment  of  the  re- 
sidue of  the  trust  funds  in  favour  of  Stephen 
and  John,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  devised 
all  her  real  estate  which  she  was  or  at  her 
death  might  be  seised  of  or  entitled  to,  sub- 
ject to  the  payment  of  her  debts,  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses,  and  also  all 
her  personal  estate  and  effects  whatsoever 
and  wheresoever,  to  John,  Stephen,  and 
James,  in  equal  shares,  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon, their  heirs,  executors  and  administra- 
tors. 
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In  the  beginning  of  October  1 843,  Stephen 
Jones  died,  haying  survived  his  wife,  and 
leaving  six  children,  all  infants  at  the  time, 
and  James  Jones  took  out  letters  of  adminis- 
tration to  his  estate.  On  the  14th  of  the 
same  month,  his  mother,  Mary  Moffatt  Jones, 
also  died.  A  petition  was  now  presented 
by  James  Jones,  claiming  to  be  entitled  to 
the  one-third  part  of  the  2,000/.  stock,  which 
had  been  appointed  to  Stephen  Jones,  as  his 
administrator. 

Mr.  BtiheUy  for  the  petitioner. — The  will 
of  Mary  Moffatt  Jones  has  a  two-fold  ope- 
ration, upon  property  the  subject  of  the  power 
under  the  settlement,  and  upon  property 
which  was  her  own  exclusively  ;  no  doubt 
can,  therefore,  exist  as  to  this  being  a  good 
will,  and  not  a  mere  testamentary  paper. 
The  28th  section  of  the  1  Vict.  c.  26.  has 
been  considered  by  Mr.  Sugden,  in  his  essay 
on  the  Law  of  JViUs,  to  apply  to  gifts  by  will 
under  powers,  and  the  1st,  8  th,  10  th,  18th, 
25tli,  and  27th  sections  also  seem  to  apply 
to  this  case,  and  bear  out  that  observation ; 
it  appears  from  all  these,  and  the  last  two 
especially,  that  the  words  "devised  and 
b^ueathed,"  in  the  3drd  section,  apply  to 
dispositions  under  powers  as  well  as  ordinary 
di^Msitions. 

Mr,  SimanSj  for  John  Jones. — It  is  ap- 
parent, from  the  words  '*  devise,  bequest, 
and  lapse,"  in  the  ddrd  section  of  the  act,  as 
well  as  from  the  report  of  the  Real  Property 
and  Ecclesiastical  Commissioners,  that  that 
section  applied  only  to  devises  or  bequests 
of  property  of  which  the  testator  or  tes- 
tatrix was  the  owner,  and  not  to  devises 
and  bequests  of  property  over  which  he  or 
she  had  only  a  power  of  appointment.  As 
Stephen  Jones  has  not  survived  his  mother, 
the  appointment  to  him  is  ineffectual; 
consequently,  his  share  of  the  stock  has 
become  divisible,  under  the  settlement,  in 
default  of  appointment,  between  his  brothers 
John  and  James,  in  their  own  right,  and  as 
the  personal  representatives  of  both  their 
deceased  brothers. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — My  opinion  is 
against  Mr.  BetheH's  proposition.  The  le- 
gislature, when  it  passed  the  act  in  question, 
meant  to  interfere  in  the  case  of  a  person 
disposing  of  his  own  property,  and  also  in 
the  case  of  a  person  ^sposing  of  property 
over  which  he  had  a  power  of  appointment ; 


but  in  the  latter  case,  so  far  only  as  the 
form  of  executing  the  power  was  concerned. 
It  might  be  very  reasonable  to  say,  that, 
when  a  testator  devised  or  bequeathed  pro- 
perty to  a  child  absolutely,  and  that  child 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  the  de- 
vise or  bequest  should  not  lapse.  But  it  is 
a  totally  different  case  where  a  power  of 
appointment  is  given,  and  in  default  of 
appointment,  the  property  is  limited  to 
special  objects.  In  that  case  the  donee  of 
the  power  has  no  estate  to  give,  and  has 
no  controul  or  dominion  over  the  property, 
except  in  the  way  directed  by  the  donor  of 
the  power.  There  are  no  words  in  the 
statute  which  shew  that  wills  made  in  exe- 
cution of  powers  of  appointment,  are  to  be 
put  on  the  samefootingfas  the  wills  of  those 
who  have  complete  controul  and  dominion 
over  the  property  which  is  the  subject  of 
their  disposition.  If  the  section  of  the  act 
which  has  been  particularly  relied  on,  is 
looked  at,  it  will  be  found  to  contain  words 
which  are  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  opera- 
tion of  that  section  was  meant  to  be  re- 
stricted to  the  property  of  persons  who,  in 
the  character  of  testators,  had  the  property 
to  give.  That  section  enacts,  "  that  where 
any  person  being  a  child  or  other  issue  of 
the  testator,  to  whom  any  real  or  personal 
estate  shall  be  devised  or  bequeathed  for  any 
estate  or  interest  not  determinable  at  or 
before  the  death  of  such  person,  shall  die  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator  leaving  issue, 
and  any  such  issue  of  such  person  shall  be 
living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor, such  devise  or  bequest  shall  not  lapse^ 
but  shall  take  effect  as  if  the  death  of  such 
person  had  happened  immediately  after  the 
death  of  the  testator,  unless  a  contrary  in- 
tention shall  appear  by  the  will.'*  The  first 
section  of  the  act,  which  also  has  been  much 
relied  on,  enacts,  that  in  construing  the  act, 
the  word  *'wiH"  shall  extend  to  a  testa- 
ment, and  to  a  codicil,  and  to  an  appoint- 
ment by  will,  or  by  writing  in  the  nature  of 
a  will,  in  exercise  of  a  power.  Then  the 
meaning  of  the  word  '*will,"  not  of  the 
words  **  devise  or  bequeath,"  is  expounded. 
Those  words  and  the  word  "lapse,"  which 
also  is  used  in  the  38rd  section,  are  totally 
inapplicable  to  an  appointment  by  deed  or 
will ;  for  where  property  is  disposed  of  by 
virtue  of  a  power,  there  is  no  lapse;  the 
property  goes  over  to  the  specified  objects. 
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not  by  virtue  of  the  intention  of  the  donee 
of  the  power,  who  has  no  eontroul  over  the 
property,  but  by  virtue  of  the  previous 
directions  of  the  donor.  The  term  *'  lapse*' 
thews  that  the  legislature  was  speaking  of 
a  thing  that  might  lapse  ;  it  shews  that  the 
legislature  was  spewing  of  devises  and 
bequests,  properly  so  called;  that  is,  of 
dispositions  of  property  of  which  the  testator 
was  owner.  It  is  much  too  strong  to  say 
that  the  legislature  intended  to  eontroul  the 
disposition  of  property  made  by  persons 
long  since  deceased,  when  the  act  itself 
contains  an  express  provision  that  it  shall 
not  extend  to  any  will  made  before  the  1st 
of  January  1838,  unless  the  will  shall  have 
been  re-executed,  republished,  or  revived 
after  that  day.  If  Pwere  to  put  that  inter« 
pretation  on  the  act  which  Mr.  Bethell  has 
contended  for,  I  should  not  only  violate 
that  express  provision,  but  also,  as  I  before 
observed,  disappoint  the  dispositions  made 
of  their  property  by  persons  long  since  de- 
eeased* 

On  these  grounds  my  opinion  is,  that  the 
legislatunr,  when  it  passed  the  act  in  question, 
did  not  intend  to  interfere  with  powers  of  ap« 
pointment,  fhrther  than  by  saying  that  the 
execution  of  them  in  a  given  form  should  be 
deemed  a  sufBcient  execution.  Before  the 
act  was  passed,  it  was  sent  to  me  in  draft,  and 
I  made  certain  alterations  in  it ;  but  I  have 
not  the  tightest  impression  that  what  is 
now  contended  for,  was  meant  to  be  com- 
prehended in  the  33rd  section ;  and  I  am 
moridly  sure  that,  if  it  had  been,  I  should 
have  corrected  it,  and  have  altered  the  lan- 
guage of  the  section.  At  the  same  time, 
if  the  petitioner  wishes  to  take  a  case  foi. 
the-  opbiidn  of  a  court  of  law,  I  will  permit 
hitti  to  do  so. 

r  I 

The  case  was  not  taken  to  law. 


WiUTWOItTM    Vi 
OAUOAIN. 


WlORAM,V.C. 

March  85, 

April 

Morigage'-'EMfUable  Martgi^gut^^Jnifi^ 
ment  Crcditor-^Elegi^^StaMe  I  ^  fi  VieL 
c.  110, 

A.  depodted  the  title-deeds  of  two  estates 
tMi  W,  ^  Co.f  as  a  security  for  past  and 
fii$ure  advaneeSf  and  accompanied  the  same 


withamemorandwn.  SmU^ffsentfj^to  4ka  date 
qfths  deposit^  B.  4*  ^«  rao^v^rfdjwdffmentt 
a^inst  A,  and  obtained  possemon  of  the 
estates  by  writ  o/elegit.  Upon  a  bUl^  W»  ^ 
Co.  praying  relief  as  equitable  mwtya^Oi'^ 
Held,  that  W.  Sf  Co.  were  eiUitled  te  pmy^ 
ment  (^  their  debt,  in  prrferenee  and  prierUy 
to  the  subeequent  elegit  creittlefi,  iielmlA* 
standing  1  ^  2  VicU  c«  110.  m.  11,  U. 

The  right  of  a  judgment  creditar,  in  pee* 
session  under  elegit,  is  not  analogoue  to  Aat 
of  a  purchaser  for  value  wUhoiut  netiee,  ee 
as*  to  gite  him  a  pr^erence  offer  « '  prier 
equitable  claimant ;  the  judgment  OiU^e^ee§^ 
ing  that  which  was  proper^  the  estate  ^f  his 
debtor. 

The  case  had  come  befor»  (he  Lord 
Chancellor  Cottenham  upon  a  motion  for 
an  injunction:  a  report  of  which  will  be 
found  in  10  Law  /.  Rep,  (n.s.)  Chanc* 
317. 

The  plaintiffs,  in  this  case,  were  bankers, 
carrying  on  business  in  co-partaer8h]|»«  vmdn 
the  firm  of  Whitworth  &  Son,  and  they 
claimed  to  be  equitable  mortgagees  of  the 
lands  in  question ;  and  the  defenduit  Gaogain 
was  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  Gkoiga 
Cooke,  the  equitable  mortgagor,  and  the 
defendants  J.  Mayor  and  6,  Pdl  were  judg- 
ment creditors  of  Geoxge  Cooke,  to  whom, 
subsequently  to  the  equitable  mortgage, 
legal  seisin  of  the  said  lands  had  been  de- 
livered under  a  writ  of  elegit. 

The  bill  stated,  that  in  January  1838, 
G.  Cooke  opened  a  banking  account  with 
the  plaintiSs,  and  that  previously  and  subse- 
quently to  that  date,  there  had  been  various 
loan  and  discount  transactions  between  the 
plaintiflb  and  G.  Cooke,  by  which  the  said 
O.  Copke  became  indebted  to  the  plaintiflEs 
in  the  sum  of  ^,300^.  and  upwards ;  that  in 
February  1839,  G.  Cooke,  being  desirous  of 
purchasing  an  estate  called  Pan.  Field,  ap- 
plied to  the  plaintijQ&  to  lend  and  advance  to 
mm  the  purchase-money,  which  they  agreed 
to  do  upon  having  theaame  secured  by  the  de- 
posit of  deeds  as  hereinafler  mentioned ;  that 
the  plaintifFs  advanced  the  purchase-money, 
8,500J.,  and  by  a  deed  of  the  26th  of  March 
1839,  the  Park  field  estate  was  conveyed  to 
G.  Cooke,  in  fee ;  and  by  a  separate  deed  of 
even  date,  all  and  singular  the  closes,  &c  of 
Park  Field  were  assigned  to  the  defendant 
Mayor,  for  all  the  reudue  of  a  then  subsist- 


'  MtlJiit^  t^AfMi  'i'A4'4.' 


Md  Or€o(ik«^n'tb»  Battief  dsy  pLV^  to  tHb 

mg  tke^  Md  pttrt^iM^^ritbney,  bud  Ai^positell 
i«Ml  tl^  l^kiHelfflP  tSi«  titl^-d^ds  6f  tbe  Pa^ 
niM  ttmM,  aAd*  ti])M^  oP  cMftiti  ot^i^r  pre- 
TfiiiM  in  .ff«frtlmihdtim';'  of  iKiiilcfh'  he  Vdjs 
KvsM  imHke  t '  aiild  ^pbn  thib  occfcsibiV  of  sueh 
dMp^t,  tigtied  ahd^dte^fed  to  ^e  pMn- 
m-«IW'ibl)dil^'nifciii6ratiditm:  <'Be  ft 
>%ni8m^refl,tlyett  on'th^  2&d6f  Apr!lld39^, 
tlie  titte-9€«ielB  i«laling  ^t<T' fttir  mettsUttg^; 
ft«.  (tte^prUpe^ty  i&ttftte  Iti  Nortliamptdn); 
Mid'ids6  ortir6  jnte^Vf  Itod'khiittte  at,  ft^. 
(the  Park  Field  estate)  were  delivered  by 
me,  Mr.  O.  Cooke,  to  Messrs.  Whitworth 
*'86n,  i«  pMgi  td'lteciutfliti  M^^s.  ^t- 
m^rlh-ft  9otf,  sM'thef ^ittiV^oi of  theitl,  oi 
W  atiyfbttar^  J^a^en^  dt  }3aftne)^;.  his  or  th^ 
fH^emibtBi  ^^laatlMtztbtn''  diid '  ^ssi^^i '  tt^^ 
repayment  of  the  suin  of  3,07  H.  12«^'tUis 
i^  i^t  mid  adynhK^d  *  bV  tihie  >aid  He^rs. 

mmwmh  &bm^  tb  tue  s^d'  iHv '  e:  Cooit^; 

AMiniM^tVd^r  i!Ke^^t^ of  5?.  pei-  ^^nt.  pet 
»fnifA!k/ats  tdto  all  and' every  dittn^aitd  ^tns 
tf-iddlMrWUbh  ft«jry*1fte'ilkid'l)ah  of 
SA^Jat6ifef8/ &b."hd^^  alteady  Or  hemift^ 
^601 4b  asiy  -ffine'  lay  ottt,  pay,  br  adVauco 
td^Mita'; «ft  8^  jUf:ii:  Cobke^  6i-'  bfecome 
M'l&nyWttb'fi^^for  oir  oil  Md  accottilt^'eithei' 
as  r^spiJcCs  any  btll^  oi"  bills  df  exbhaing^ 
dlMls,'  ttbt^,'  or  otht^  Security  of  ^Qg^^^*^ 
ments  whatsoevef,  and  int^fe^t  fof 'iii6  ^^k^ 
tmn  and  stitn^  of  money  sb  tent  ^W|&  Mn 
vaiRced,  or  to  be  l^nt  and  advan^^  ^tt^r  th6 
mte  of  51  for  every  1 00?.  b^  tb^  yip.  'Aft tf 
r,  the  sdd  O.  Cooke,  do  her^bj^BtWB^i^ 
luffed,  to  eii^ilcnteany'l^nior^^'br 
other  seciiri^  of  thejaid  i^i^^'^if  ^<^^i^^ 


^on  of  the  plaintiffs.     TliSt  dA  tbe 
iWf  itf  Itdy  1889,  G.  Cooke  dei)0filted  wietj; 
tfttf  i^idiififi  a  policy  of  assdrancii  ^  i  secu- 
mtandratux^  adv$;nce«i«  ^ni^a^j 
iof.itaa  duly  gpfVen'to'Uie  Qffl^.^ 
HHt  Ike  plaintiff  had  Arequeiidy  ^pjil^'e^j^j' 
0!  &6b\e  to  Execute  to  them  <a  legal  rhc^-r^ 
gag^  of  the  premises  in  questiosi  "which  h^ 
had  fthrays  refused  to  do.  .  ■'  ,      < 

Ttie  t>31  then  further  stated^  that  on  the 
1 6tli  of  November  1 841 ,  two  several  actions 
New  Saaics,  XIII.— Cranc. 
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^^  'ixffMehteA; '  bjj '  the'  .;tw(i '  defen^^;^ 
'Majwhtld'l^^'l^sjpec1tWeiy,'^amst  the  swd 
,G.  Co(&e,' Upon, alleged  promises';  that  nro 
defirnce  being  made  to  the  said  lotions,  inter- 
'Ibcnitory  judgment  was  signed  on  the  27 A  Qf 
November  in  each  of  the  said  actions,  and  oh 
the  2nd'  of  December  following,  final  judg^ 
ihent  was.  signed,  in  the  action  commenced 
by  Mayor,  for  tfie  sum  of  966/.  12«.  2^,  debt 
Itnd  costs,  arid  in  the  action  commenced  by 
Pell  for  42dZ.  T2^.  5<f.  debt  and  costs ;  that 
by  virtue'  of  such  judgments,  writs  of  elt^k 
were  sued  out  by  Mayor  and  Pell  respec- 
tively, and  in  pursuance  of  such  write 
legal  seisin  of  Paik  Field  was  delivQre4 
to  Mayor,  and  of  the  premises  in  Northh- 
ampton to  Pell,  and  that  the  tenants  of.  the 
said  properties  attorned  to  Mayor  and  f  4l 
respectively  ;  that  on  the  5rd  of-  February 
1841.  separate  fiats  in  bankrup|jcY  ,^.^^ 
issued  against  G.  Coqk^  and  E»  LV  M^QTf 
under  which  they  were  duly.declaj^^liiMU 
rupts,  and  the  defendiBoit  Gaugain  Vaf^  4mL 
appointed  assignee  of  the  e3tate  an4  ^fcts 
or  Cook^,  and  the  defenclant  Sfa^/^r.  ^a^mt 
nee  of  the  estate  and  effeqts  of  3^1^^,  i^f^}fq!> 
The  bOl  theh  charged,  that  tW  4e£3^«L^ 
IMfayor  and  Pell  bad  notice  of  t^'i^lp^tiw 
{f^aim  OS  equitable  mortgafi^ea,ltr^yff>^.);(g 
^ie  seisin  so  delivered  to  tqepi  by  th^  ^b^^n 
^nd  it  pray^ed  an  account,  of  what  wM,^)f^tf 
th6  j^lui\tifFa  in  respect  of  their  r  ecuajtE^^ii 
fiipi^ai^fi,  cmd  a  declaration  that  thi^p|ain|^ 
were^quitable  mori^a^iQee  pf  the^  pf:e)Qf4«i9f»t4ij[ 
4u^sQo^'  and  that  plmtiff9,^^m<htB^^ 
TO  ^clf^a  entjitlea  in  prioci^.and.  pr«f^H 
eA'c^  ^to'  the  de^ndants'l^ayoc  an4  t^?ll»f9i?Q4 
fSr^a  sate^^nd  j^ym^i'to^^ 
fer  leave  .to  tfoy^any  ftefici^nfy  ^s^)k  tfeft 
Estate  of  Cooke,  and  for  a  rece};fe^rM4iM( 
ii^unction. 

An  injujujj^^  jya9,^Wflr4s,.rt>taiOTd; 
and  a  motion  to  dissolve  it  was  heard  before 
Lord  Cottenham,  a  repurt  of  which  will  be 
ibundin  10  Law  /.  Re^*  (wv^v)  C!ban<i^'^17. 
Th«  cMU0»1wr#k<ftm0  o^itorbe  heea^  d  ,.  1/ 

Mt.  RomiUff  and  Mr.  WhUwwrth^  ^or  the 
pl|M»^>^J^«)^ta^^  ti»6rtgs^,  Wht' 
p^  dr  {laeNMMit,  B^(3(m>]^flniM^  IfA"^ 
morandum,  creates,  in  equity,  an  estktyin'^ 
the  la^d  J.  and  pi^Js  (he«mpi;SOT|^  aMga^Qst 
th^  mQjrtgmgipi;^  .and  all  j^^ersons;  cjalmiog. 
under  hiin%  lU  tjfie  ^ame  situation  ap  '^.^ 
had  got  a  legal  mortgage  of  the  property. 
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In  the  case  of  a  sale  for  valuable  considera- 
tion, without  notice,  the  Court  considers  the 
equities  equal,  and  the  party  who  has  got 
the  legal  estate  has  the  priority  in  equity— 

Blunden  v.  Desart,  2  Dru.  &  War.  427. 

Averall  v.  Wade,  1  Lloyd  &  6.  252. 
An  incumbrance  by  judgment  is  not  like 
a  sale — Burgh  v.  Francis  {V),  Secondly,  a 
judgment  creditor  takes  only  that  property 
which  belonged  to  his  debtor  at  the  time  of 
the  judgment. — 

Casberdv.  the  Attorney  General,  Daniel], 
238. 

Casberd  v.  Ward,  6  Price,  473. 

Neiclands  v.  Paynter,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  408. 

Langton  v.  Norton,  1  Hare,  549;  s.  c. 
11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  299. 

Cook  v.  Black,  1  Hare,  390 ;  s.c.  11  Law 
J.  Rep.  (k.s.)  Chanc.  268. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  for  G.  Cooke,  in  the  same 
interest  with  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  F.  J.  Hall,  for  the 
defendant  Mayor. — The  tenant,  by  elegit,  is 
in  possession  of  the  legal  estate;  and  the 
question  is,  therefore,  whether,  having  pro- 
cured the  legal  estate,  he  is  to  be  postponed 
to  an  equitable  mortgagee.  This  question 
must  be  considered,  also,  with  reference  to 
the  late  statutes,  (1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  ss.  11, 
18,  19;  2  Vict.  c.  11,  and  8  &  4  Vict, 
c.  82),  by  which  a  judgment,  properly  en- 
tered, is  made  a  charge  upon  the  lands  of 
the  debtor.  The  judgment  creditor,  thereby, 
is  put  in  the  situation  of  an  equitable  mort- 
gagee; and,  accordingly,  in  Rolleston  v. 
Morton  (2),  Sir  E.  Si^en  held,  that,  in 
a  bill  of  foreclosure,  it  was  necessary  to 
make  aU  the  judgment  creditors  parties. 

Henry  v.  Smith,  2  Dm.  &  War.  386. 

Plumb  V.  Fluitt,  2  Anst.  432. 
In  Metcalfe  v.  the  Archbishop  of  York(S), 
the  decision  turned  upon  the  &ct  of  the 
judgment  creditors  having  had  notice  of  the 
equitable  chaise.  In  Langton  v.  Horton 
the  equitable  incumbrancer  had  got  posses- 
sion before  the  execution  creditor. 

The  following  authorities  were  also  re- 
ferred to : — 

Doe  d.  Wigan  v.  Jones,  10  B.  &  C.  459 ; 
8.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  K.B.  214. 

(1)  8  Swanst  636,  B. 

(2)  1  Dru.  &  War.  195. 

(3)  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  647  ;  s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chanc.  164. 


Lodge  v.  Lyseley,  4  Sim.  70. 
Prior  V.  Penpraze,  4  Price,  99. 
OxwUh  V.  Plummer,  GKlb.  £q.  13. 
Taylor  v.  Wheeler,  2  Vem.  6454. 
3  Bae.  Abr.  2. 
Coote  on  Mortgages,  94,  67. 
Whitworth  V.  Gaugain,  Cr.  frPh.  826; 
s.c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  817. 
S  Jarman's  Conveyancing,  by  Sweet,  452. 

Mr,  James  Russell  and  Mr.  TerreU,  for 

Pell,  the  other  elegit  creditor. — ^The  tlegU 
creditor  is  not  resting  here  upon  his  judg* 
ment,  but  upon  his  elegit,  which  givM  him 
a  legal  estate  in  the  land — Neate  v.  the  Duke 
of  Marlborough  (4),  and,  under  that,  he  takes 
fdl  lands  that  belonged  Jto  his  debtor.  He 
could  not  take  lands,  of  which  his  debtor  was 
a  bare  trustee ;  but  was  the  relation  of  trustee 
and  cestui  que  trust  constituted  in  this  case  ? 
An  equitable  mortgagee  has  no  right  to  the 
rents  and  profits  of  tiie  lands  till  he  obtain 
a  sale — Ex  parte  Alexander  (5).  His  equity 
against  his  debtor  is,  to  call  for  a  legal 
mortgage ;  but  he  has  no  equity  against  the 
^elegit  creditor.  In  Casberd  v.  the  Attorney 
General,  the  Crown  had  not  got  tiie  legal 
estate. 

Mr.  Romilly,  in  reply. — ^The  statute 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10.  s.  1 1 .  expressly  reserves 
the  rights  of  mortgagees;  but  a  mort- 
gagee is  also  a  purchaser  for  value  pro 
tanto.  The  elegit  will  only  give  the  creditor 
that  which  was  affected  by  the  judgment 
itself — Skeeles  v.  Shearly{ei),  and  that^ 
land  only  is  affected  which  has  not  been 
disposed  of  by  the  debtor.  The  principle, 
as  contended  for  by  the  other  aide,  would 
endanger  every  species  of  trust  estates. 

WiGRAM,  V.C. — If,  upon  reading  the 
case  again,  I  shall  understand  Lord  Cotten- 
ham,  as  having  expressed  a  judicial  opinion 
on  the  question  before  me,  I  shall  certainly 
feel  bound  by  his  judgment.  I  did  not  so 
understand  it  at  the  time  it  was  pronounced, 
nor  did  I  so  understand  it  when  I  decided 
Langton  v.  Horton.  Lord  Cottenham 
says,  that  he  will  not,  upon  an  interlocutory 
application, ,  decide  against  parties  having 

(4)  8  Mjl.  &  Cr.  407. 
<6)  2  Glyn  &  Jam.  276. 
(6)  8  Myl.  &  Cr.  112 ;  8.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (s.s.) 
Chiuio.  3. 


i 


HILARY  TERM,  1844. 


291 


a  parliamentary  title.  Everybody  knows 
how  much  he  struggled  against  the  practice 
of  deciding  the  points  in  a  cause,  upon  mere 
interlocutory  applications.  I  believe  that 
is  all  Lord  Cottenham  meant  to  express 
when  this  case  was  before  him.  It  is  quite 
dear,  as  a  general  rule,  that,  in  the  case  of  a 
trust,  there  nmy  be  such  a  fraudulent  deal- 
ing with  or  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate,  as 
that  the  beneficia]  ownership  may  be  entirely 
defeated.  Where  the  legal  estate  gets  into 
the  hands  of  a  purchaser,  for  value,  without 
notice  of  an  equitable  claim,  that  entirely 
supersedes  the  equitable  claim ;  but  it  is 
dear,  that,  in  the  case  of  a  trust,  a  judg- 
ment sued  out  will  not  have  that  effect. 
Newkmda  v.  Paynter  was  the  case  of  furni- 
ture in  a  house  in  which  a  man  and  his  wife 
lived.  There  had  been  a  private  agreement 
that  it  should  be  the  wife's  separate  property. 
There  was  no -trustee  to  protect  the  property. 
It  was  merely  an  agreement  between  the 
husband  and  the  wife.  A  judgment  creditor 
took  the  furniture  in  execution,  upon  which 
a  bill  was  filed  by  the  wife,  and  Lord  Cotten- 
ham protected  that  property,  and  decided 
that  the  judgment  creditor  could  not  take  it. 
That  is  a  case  shewing  as  strongly  as  pos- 
sible, that,  as  against  a  judgment  at  law, 
this  Court  will  protect  equitable  interests. 
If  a  mere  judgment  creditor,  as  distinguish- 
able from  a  party  acquiring  property  by 
conveyance  without  notice,  could  take  it, 
there  would  very  shortly  be  an  end  of  the 
value  of  all  trusts,  and  the  creditors  of  a 
party  might  take  the  property  of  the  cestui 
que  trust.  As  to  trusts  there  can  be  no 
question  :  but  it  is  said  that  this  is  not  the 
case  of  a  trust ;  that  it  is  simply  the  case  in 
which  a  party  for  valuable  consideration 
has  become  equitable  mortgagee.  Equitable 
mortgages  were,  at  one  time,  considered  as 
of  very  questionable  character,  and  on  sound 
prindple  it  has  been  doubted,  whether  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  was  not  violated  by  them  ; 
and  it  has  been  said,  that  the  deposit  of  deeds 
was  merely  to  be  viewed  as  evidence  of  an 
intention  to  give  the  creditor  a  lien  upon 
the  deeds  themselves.  Lord  Rosslyn,  how- 
ever, dedded  that  it  gave  the  creditor  an 
interest  in  the  land  itself,  so  as  to  take  the 
transaction  out  of  the  statute.  If  an  equit- 
able mortgagee  is  to  be  considered  as  a 
purchaser  fbr  a  valuable  consideration  of  an 
equitable  interest  in  lands,  I  cannot  compre- 


hend the  distinction  between  that  and  any 
other  equitable  interest.  It  appears  to  me 
they  must  stand  upon  the  same  footing.  I 
shall  refer  to  the  cases  before  giving  my 
final  decision  upon  the  question. 

April  3.— WiGBAM,  V.C.— The  plaintiffs 
are  equitable  mortgagees  of  one  G.  Cooke, 
by  a  deposit  of  title  deeds,  accompanied  by 
a  memorandum  explaining  the  purpose  of 
the  deposit,  which  was  to  secure  a  then 
existing  debt,  and  future  advances.  The 
memorandum  bears  date  the  22nd  of  April 
1889,  and  is  in  these  words — [His  Honour 
read  the  memorandum].  Nothing  turns 
upon  any  difference  between  the  subsisting 
debt  and  future  advances.  To  explain  the 
effect  of  this  transaction,  by  the  deposit  and 
agreement  to  execute  a  deed,  as  between  the 
mortgagees  and  the  mortgagor,  I  shall  con- 
tent myself  by  quoting  the  words  of  the 
Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  in  the  case  of 
Bclleston  v.  Morion  (7) : — "  If  a  man  has 
power  to  charge  certain  lands,  and  agrees  to 
charge  them,  in  equity  he  has  actually 
charged  them ;  and  a  court  of  equity  will 
execute  the  charge."  The  defendants,  be- 
tween whom  and  the  plaintiffs  the  contest 
in  this  cause  exists,  are  judgment  creditors 
of  6.  Cooke,  whose  judgments  were  entered 
up  after  the  creation  of  the  equitable  mort- 
gage, and  who  have  since,  by  means  of 
elegitSf  obtained  actual  possession  of  the 
lands  comprised  in  the  mortgage.  The 
question  between  them  is,  which  of  the  two 
is,  in  equity,  to  be  preferred  to  the  other. 
I  shall  only  repeat  what  I  have  already  said 
more  than  once  respecting  Lord  Cotten- 
ham's  judgment,  when  the  case  was  before 
him  upon  motion,  namely,  that  he  did  not 
intend  by  what  he  said  to  dedde  the  point 
now  before  me.  However  strong  the  lean- 
ing of  his  mind  in  favour  of  the  judgment 
creditor  at  that  time  might  be,  he  not  only 
did  not  intend  to  decide  the  point  which 
was  brought  before  him  upon  motion,  but 
he  intended  that  it  should  be  reserved.  I 
therefore  consider  myself  not  only  at  liberty, 
but  bound,  to  dedde  this  case  according  to 
my  own  understanding  of  the  law.  Upon 
the  argument  of  the  case,  both  parties  re- 
ferred to,  and  drew  conclusions  from,  the 
proposition,  that,  in  a  court  of  equity  a 

(7)  1  Dru.&War.l95. 
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purchaser  for  valuer  whoobtauMda  cotiTey" 
ance  of  the  legal  estate^  widiout  notice  of 
an  equity  affecting  the  apeeifio  aubject  ol 
his  purchaae,  would,  aa  at  law,  hanFe  a  better 
title  to  that  aubj^ct,  than  a  merely  equitable 
daimant;  a  piopoaition  which  is  tnie,  aa 
well  against  the  cMm  gve  tmst^  in  the  ease 
of  a  purchaser  without  notice  from  a  trustee, 
aa  in  the  oaae  of  an<  equitable  mortgagee,  or 
of  any  other  equitable  dsiniant  whatsoever* 
The  proposition  thus  admitted,  and  neoes-^ 
aarily  admitted,  by  both  partieai  is  pregnant 
with  consequences  which  go  a  great  way 
towards  deciding  the  question  now  before 
me.  If  the  tenant  by  elegii  is  (as  was 
argued,)  to  be  oonaidetBd  as  a  purchaser  for 
value  under  a  conveyance,  all  trusts  and  all 
equitable  intereats  of  every  description  must 
be  subject  to  a  judgment  against  the  true* 
tee,  provided,  of  couxae,  that  the  creditor 
has  not  notioe.  It  is  impossible,  unless  by 
a  decision  merely  arbitrary,  to  distinguish 
the  case  of  a  pure  trust  from  the  present  \ 
vaxltM  it  can  be  shewn  that  the  intereat  of 
the  equxtai^  mortgagee  is  in  itself^  for  the 
present  purpose,  dutinguashable  from  that 
of  a  mere  eesiui  que  trmi.  Again,  it  Mt* 
lows  conversely,  that  if  the  equitable  interest 
of  an  ordinary  etfslat  que  tnut  be  not  suljeot 
to  judgments  against  the  trustee,  although 
executed  by  ele^  those  judgments,  so 
executed,  are  not  analogous  to  purchases 
for  value ;  or,  in  other  words,  the  judgment 
creditor  of  a  trustee  is  not  a  purchaser  for 
value,  in  the  contemplation  of  a  court  of 
equity.  And  if  he  be  not,  I  know  of  no 
principle  upon  which  he  can  be  entitled  to 
take  out  execution  against  anything  but  the 
property  of  his  debtor.  It  was  admleied, 
during  the  argument,  and  could  not  be  de^ 
nied,  that  the  interest  of  an  ordinary  c««M 
que  irusi  wfll  be  protected  in  this  court 
against  the  judgment  creditor  of  the  tms*« 
tee-^Newlands  v.  Payi^er  supports  that 
IMX>position ;)  and  that  the  equitable  interest 
of  a  purchaser  before  conveyance  will,  in 
like  manner,  be  protected  against  the  judg- 
ment creditors  of  the  vendor,  upon  judgments 
obtained  after  the  purchase — Brace  v.  the 
Duchess  of  Marlborough  (8),  and  Lodge  v. 
Lgseleg,  This  is  only  another  illustration 
of  the  general  proposition. 

But  it  was  said,  that  the  interest  of  an 

(8)  2  P.  Wms.  491. 


equitable  mortgagee  waa  i 
that  of  an  ordinary  cestui  que  trusty  and  other 
equitable  interests,  whidi  it  was  admitted 
would  have  a  preference  m  equity ;  and  it  was 
said,  that  the  interest  cf  the  equitable  mort- 
gagee waa  imperfect,  and  that  of  the  ordinary 
cestui  p$e  trust  perfect.  New,  in  what  acnae 
is  the  interest  of  the  equitable  mortgagee  im- 
perfect ?  aa  between  the  mortgagor  and  inort* 
gagee  it  is  as  absolute  and  complete  aa  any 
equitabla  interost  can  be*  Then  in  what  re- 
spect is  it  imperfect  aa  between  the  mortgi^ee 
and  those  who  claim  under  the  martgagDri 
ex»  gr,f  his  judgment  creditors  ?  The  inter- 
est of  the  equitable  mortgagee  ia  liable  to 
be  defeated  by  a  fxauditient  dealing  with 
the  legal  estate,  and  in  that  vespeot^  no 
doubt,  it  18  an  imperfect  security.  But  that 
ia  an  infirmity  to  which  all  equitable  inter- 
ests are  subject,  and  if  other  equitable 
interests  are  to  be  protected  againat  judg- 
ments obtained  by  the  creditor  of  the  trustee 
or  other  party  in  whom  the  legal  estate  is, 
why  should  the  interest  c^  Qxe  equitable 
mortgagee  be  unprotected  ?  The  debt  was 
no  more  contracted  upon  the  view  of  the 
land  (if  that  were  matoial,  which  I  think  it 
is  not,)  in  the  one  case  ^an  in  the  other. 
The  more  I  reflect  upon  the  case  the  better 
I  am  satisfied  that  it  is  impossible  to  found 
an  argument  in  fe.vour  of  the  judgment 
creditor  as  against  the  equitable  mortgagee, 
which,  if  carried  out  upon  principle,  will 
not  destroy  all  trusts.  Certainly,  no  Judge 
ever  went  further  than  Lord  Cottenham  did 
in  protecting  equitable  titles,  as  was  the 
case  in  Newiands  v.  Pagnter,  to  whid&  I 
have  before  referred.  The  caae  of  Ca^erd 
y»  the  Attomeg  Oenend  is  a  very  important 
aulhority  upon  this  part  of  the  case.  I  am 
satisfied  that  I  stated  the  general  principle 
coneotly  in  Langton  v.  Hortom^  when  I  nid 
that  a  creditor  might,  under  his  judgment, 
takie  in  execution  all  that  belonged  to  bia 
debtor,  and  nothing  more,  inasmuch  as  he 
stands  in  the  place  of  his  debtor.  He  is 
like  a  purchaser,  who,  by  the  terms  of  his 
conveyance,  takes,  subject  to  any  liability 
under  which  the  debtor  himself  held  hiB 
property.  The  most  plausible  way  <rf 
stating  the  case  in  fe.vour  of  the  judgment 
creditor-— and  I  paid  the  greatest  attention 
to  the  aiguments  of  counsel  upon  that  pomt 
— was  tlos,  by  supposing  his  right  to  be 
founded  in  contract,  and  not  as  being  the 
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nsiilt  of  a  proceeding  hi  ifnUmn ;  sod  tluf » 
no  doubty  maybe,  and  often  is,  tke  truth -of 
the  cue,  when  a  judgment  is  vohintaxiiy 
confessed*  But,  admitting  that  -view  of  tiia' 
case  to  be  correct,  how  does  it  alter  tho 
esse  ?  The  question  remains,  what  was  the 
contract?  It  was  a  oontiact  for  a  judgment, 
and  the  fitdts  of  a  jodgmeat ;  and  ^e  ori<* 
ginal  question  tfaenfore  remains,  what  rights 
does  the  judgment  confer  ?  Anodier  question 
is  wholly  untouched  by  the  concession  that 
the  right  of  the  judgment  creditor  is  founded 
in  contrast.  If  aparty  contracts  specifically 
for  a  given  property,  pays  the  purchase* 
money,  and  obttuns  the  legal  title,  without 
notiee  op  to  the  time  of  olrtaining  the  eon- 
ineyance,  as  well  as  paying  his  money,  that 
may  give  him  a  rigiit  to  be  preferred  to  an 
eqaitid)le  ckim,  which  is  prior  in  point  of 
time.  But  there  is  no  principle,  that  I  am 
aware  of,  npon  which  a  court  of  justice 
could  be  required  to  imply  that  a  general 
contract  to  give  a  judgment,  is  a  contract  to 
give  diat  which  does  not  belong  to  the 
debtor*  If  a  trustee  were  to  confess  a  judg- 
ment, am  I  to  tmderstand  that  his  specific 
contract  is  to  give  his  creditor  an  interest  in 
that  which  belongs  to  the  eettui  que  trust  f 
That  appears  to  me  to  be  the  correct  mode 
of  viewing  the  case.  It  appean  to  me  that 
this  is  the  true  distinction :  in  the  one  case, 
the  party  contracts  specifically  for  fartwukar 
property,  pays  his  money,  and  obtains  a 
omveyanoe  of  the  legal  title,  before  he  has 
notice  of  the  claim  of  any  one  else ;  in  the 
other,  he  merely  takes  a  judgment,  wluch 
gives  him  nothing  more  tlum  a  right  to  that 
which  belongs  to  his  debtor.  The  above 
propositions,  if  separately  considered,  are 
unimpeachable,  and  will  be  found  to  meet 
every  argument  put  forth  in  support  of  the 
defimdants'  case.  As  to  the  late  statutes, 
I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  diey  make  no 
diflEerence.  So  for  as  a  judgment  creditor 
under  the  late  statutes  may  daim  to  be  a 
mortgagee  in  writing  under  them,  he  is 
posterior  in  time  to  the  plaintiffii. 

But  it  was  said,  that  the  equity  of  the 
judgment  creditor  was  equal  to  that  of  the 
equitable  mortgagee,  and  that  he  has  by  force 
of  the  s/e^  an  estate  in  law,  in  addition  to  his 
equitable  interest,  and  that  therefore  he  is 
to  be  preferred.  I  need  not  here  proceed, 
especially  after  what  I  have  already  said,  to 
expose  the  fallacy  of  the  argument.     It 


takes  for  giamed  the  whole  ifuestion  in  di»- 
putCk  l%at  a  tenant  by  eU^  has  an  estate 
at  law  is  not  disputed.  He  has  a  light  to 
tate  that  which  he  may  lawfully  take—that 
whidi  in  my  view  of  the  case  bkongs  to  his 
debtor;  but  to  say  that  by  force  of  the 
eltf^  he  aoquiMB  a  r^btftd  interest  in  land, 
wlddt  hi  equity  does  not  belong  to  his 
dd>tor,  is  taking  the  whole  matter  in  dis^ 
pute  for  granted ;  the  whole  questiDn  being, 
what  the  judgment  creditDr  has  a  right  to 
take  ?  I  can  only  repeat,  that  it  appeam 
to  me  impossible,  except  upon  the  merest 
arbitrary  distinction,  to  say,  that  the  inter- 
ests of  an  equitable  mortgagee  are  not  to 
be  protected,  and  that  the  interests  of  apme 
cestui  g«e  trust  are.  I  do  not  go  into  the- 
reasoning  of  the  cases  which  have  been  cited ; 
they  appear  to  me,  all  of  them,  to  support 
the  view  I  have  taken.  It  appears  to  me, 
that  if  my  judgment  cannot  be  supported 
upon  propositions,  which  are  indisputable  in 
themselves — ^whether  properly  applicid>le  to 
die  case  or  not — ^no  explanation  I  can  give 
of  the  cases  wiU  at  all  strengthen  the  ob- 
servations which  I  have  made.  I  think, 
therefore,  the  plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  the 
payment  of  their  debt  out  of  the  estate,  in 
priority  to  the  defendants,  the  eUgiA  creditors. 


WlQRAM 

Jan 


LM,V.C.\ 

.19.      J 


WOODV.  ROECLIFFE. 


Injunction — Demurrer — jigent —  Specific 
Chattels, 

The  hiU  stated  thai  the  plainUff  had  ap-^ 
pekded  E,  W.  to  reside  in  a  house,  and  hold 
pot»€seion  of  certain  furmtwre  therein^  as  hie 
agent ;  that^  in  the  absenee  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
di^endant  E.  W.,  coUuding  with  the  defen^ 
daut  /{»,  had  assigned  the  same  to  R*  as  a 
seeuriig  for  moneg  advanced ;  and  that  R^ 
threaten^  and  intended  to  sell  the  same  ;-^ 
Held,  upon  a  general  demurrer,  that  the 
plaimiiff  was  entitled  to  an  injunction  against 
E*  IV,,  as  his  agent,  from  parting  with  the 
goods,  and  embarrassitig  the  title  of  the  prin* 
dpal,  and  that  the  right  to  the  injunction 
constituted  sufficient  equitg  to  sustain  the  bilL 

The  right  to  be  protected  in  the  use  or 
enjoyment  of  property,  in  specie,  is  not  con^ 
fined  to  articles  possessing  some  peculiar  or 
intrinsic  vtdue. 
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The  bill  stated,  that,  under  the  marriage 
settlement  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wright,  certain 
stock,  and  other  trust  funds  were,  in  1836, 
assigned  to  the  plaintiff  and  Flood,  as  trus* 
tees,  for  the  benefit  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wright, 
and  the  issue  of  the  marriage;  that,  in 
1837,  A.  Knight,  who  had  married  a  daugh* 
ter  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wright,  applied  to  the 
trustees  to  advance  him  Uie  sum  of  1,830^., 
part  of  the  trust  fund,  which  sum  the  trus- 
tees accordingly  advanced  to  him,  on  the 
security  of  two  warrants  of  attorney,  upon 
which  judgment  was  entered  up;  that 
Flood  died  in  February  1838  ;  and  Knight, 
having  neglected  to  pay  the  money  so  ad- 
vanced, a  writ  oi  fieri  facitu  was  issued 
against  him  by  the  plaintiff,  under  which 
the  sheriff  seized  the  household  furniture  of 
Knight;  that,  in  1840,  the  sheriff  executed 
to  the  plaintiff  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  furniture, 
for  the  sum  of  949/.  1 2a, ,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
took  possession  thereof;  but,  at  the  earnest 
request  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wright,  the  plaintiff 
permitted  the  furniture  to  remain  in  Knight's 
house,  and  appointed  Elizabeth  Wright,  a 
daughter  of  the  marriage,  to  hold  possession 
of  the  said  furniture,  as  his  the  plaintiff's 
agent;  that,  in  March  1842,  Elizabeth 
Wright  removed  to  another  house,  and,  with 
the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  the  said  fumiture 
was  removed  to  such  other  house ;  and  Eli- 
zabeth Wright  was  appointed  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  hold  the  said  fumiture  in  his  name. 
That  Knight  resided  in  the  house  with 
Elizabeth  Wright,  and  continued  to  have 
the  use  of  such  fumiture;  that,  in  May 
1841,  the  plaintiff  went  to  reside  abroad, 
and  continued  to  reside  abroad  till  November 
1843;  that,  since  the  plaintiff's  return,  he 
had  discovered  that  Elizabeth  Wright  and 
Knight  had  (Stained  from  the  d^en'dant 
Roecliffe  various  loans  of  money,  amount- 
ing to  600/.,  and  whidb  weve  secured  by  an 
assignment  to  him,  RoecMfie,  of  the  said 
furniture,  and  that  Roecli^  ekimed,  under 
the  said  assignment,  the  power  of  selling 
the  said  fumiture ;  that,  on  the  21  st  of 
November  1848,  the  plaintiff  read  an  ad- 
vertisement, announcing  the  sale,  by  aue- 
don,  of  the  said  fumiture ;  that  he  thereupon 
applied  to  Elizabeth  Wright  to  give  up 
possession  of  the  said  fumiture,  which  she 
refused  to  do ;  and  that  Elizabeth  Wright 
and  Roecliffe  insisted  that  Roecliffe  was 
entiUed  to  sell  the  fumituxe,  &c.     Thcf  bill 


then  prayed  that  it  might  be  dedared  diat 
the  plaintiff,  by  the  said  bill  of  sale,  was 
sole  owner  of  the  furniture,  &c.,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  had  ever  since  the  said  biU  of 
sale  retained  possession,  by  means  of  the 
possession  of  Elizabeth  Wright,  as  his 
agent;  and  that  Roecliffe  and  Elizabeth 
Wright  might  be  ordered  to  deliver  up  pos- 
session of  the  said  furniture  to  the  plaintiff. 
To  this  bill  the  defendant  put  in  a  geneial 
demurrer. 

Mr.  K.  Parker  aad  Mr.  H.  Clarke,  for  the 
demurrer. — The  title  put  on  the  bill  is  a 
pure  legal  title ;  and  the  plaintiff's  remedy 
is  at  law,  by  an  action  of  trover  against 
Roecliffe.  To  compel  a  specific  deliv«y  up 
of  goods,  in  equity,  it  is  necessary  to  shew, 
that  damages  at  law  would  not  be  an  ade- 
quate compensation,  on  account  of  some 
intrinsic  value  attaching  to  the  goods  them- 
selves.— 

Puse^  V.  Pusey,  1  Vem.  273. 

Buxton  V.  Lister,  3  Atk.  383. 

The  Duke  of  Somerset  v.  Cooksom;  3  P. 
Wms.  390. 
An  agent,  exceeding  his  authority,  will  not 
bind  his  principal;  so  that,  if  Elizabeth 
Wright  is  to  be  taken  as  the  agent  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  may  still  recover  at 
law  against  Roecliffe. 
Mr.  Romilly,  for  the  bill. 

WiGRAM,  V.C. — The  case  alleged  by  the 
bill  is,  that  specific  chattels  were  placed  in 
die  possession  of  Elizabeth  Wri^xt,  to  hold 
«i  the  agientof  tiie  plaintiff,  and  that  she  has 
contracted  for  the  «de  of  the  goods  to  a  third 
party  in  breach  of  her  duty ;  that  the  goods 
are  stfll  in  her  possession,  and  that  die  has 
never  parted  with  them ;  and  the  question 
is,  whether  a  court  of  equity  will  not  restrain 
an  agent  from  embarrassing  the  title  of  her 
piiacipal  by  parting  with  the  goods.  I  think 
the  i^t  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  protected 
against  the  wrongful  acts  of  his  agent  it  a 
sufficient  equity  to  sustain  the  bill.  I  have 
known  many  bills  to  have  been  filed  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  formerly,  on  behalf  of 
owners  of  cargoes,  to  prevent  improper  deal- 
ings with  the  goods  by  their  agents,  or 
persons  in  the  situation  of  agents.  The 
right  to  be  protected  in  the  use  or  beneficial 
enjoyment  of  property  in  specie,  is  not 
confined  to  articles  possessing  any  pecu- 
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liar  or  intrintic  Taliie.     In  this  case  the 
plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled  to  the  injimction 
to  restndn  tke  sale  of  the  goods,  under  the 
attempted  aUenstion  of  the  property  by 
£lizabeth  Wright,  and  the  right  to  the  in- 
junction will  sustain  the  bill.     I  proceed 
upon  the  ground,  that  the  furniture  and 
efiecta  are  atill  in  the  possession  of  Elizabeth 
Wright,  for  upon  the  alkgations  in  the  bill, 
tiiat  must  be  taken  to  be  the  case.    I  think 
the  charge  that  the  plaintiff  has  applied  to 
Roecliffe  for  possession  of  the  property  does 
not  displace  the  previous  allegation,  that  it 
IB  flu;tually  held  by  Elizabeth  Wright  on  be- 
half of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  her  possession 
since  August  1840,  has  been  the  virtual 
don  of  the  plaintiff  himself.     I  give  no 
opinion  whether  the  bill  could  be  sustained 
in  its  present  shape,  if  by  the  statements 
therein  the  property  appeared  to  be  in  Roe- 
<difib'8  possession.  Upon  the  question  raised 
by  the  demurrer,  the  charge  that  the  trans- 
action respecting  the  aUeged  assignment  to 
Roecliffe,  is  a  fraud  concoted  between  him 
and  the  other  defendant,  and  Knight,  as 
against  the  plaintiff,  becomes  also  material. 

Demurrer  overruled* 


WlORAM,  V.C.  1 

Feb.  13,  20,  28.;      ^^^^nkett  r.  lewis. 

Debi — Satisfaction — Parent  and    Child 
•"■-Marriage  Portion, 

In  1  SSd  certain  stock  standing  in  ike  name 
of  a  trustee  in  trust  for  Z.  E,  thefiUher,  fsr 
Ufe^  wUh  remainder  to  his  son  and  doubter ^ 
in  equal  shares^  was^  at  the  request  of  L.  J?, 
amd  wiih  the  consent  of  his  two  children^  sold 
out^  and  the  proceeds  (12,000^)  applied  ^ 
L.E.to  his  own  use.  /fi  1837  the  son  died^ 
and,  hff  his  wUl^  gave  ail  his  properiy  to  his 
sister  for  life,  with  remainder  to  herehil- 
dren,  with  remainder  over ;  and  he  appointed 
his  sisier  and  C.  his  executrix  amd  executor. 
In  1838,  upon  the  marriage  of  the  daughter, 
who  was  then  offutt  age,  L.  E,  m  conMera" 
turn  of  a  settlement  of  real  estate  hy  the  hus~ 
hand,  for  the  benefit  of  the  daughter  and  her 
issue,  advanced  16,000/.,  to  be  applied  in 
discharging  the  incumbrances  on  the  husband^ s 
estate,  and  covenanted  to  pay  a  further  sum 
0/20,000/.  within  six  months  after  his  death, 
to  the  uses  of  the  settlement,  and  also  settled 


oeriain  teal  estate  iof  which  he  was  seised  in 
fee.  In  18B0  L.  E.  died,  having  by  his  wiU 
disposed  of  ali  his  real  and  personal  estate 
to  the  defendants,  his  adopted  children.  On  a 
bUl  by  the  daughter  and  her  husband  against 
the  parties  claiming  under  L.  E*s  will, 
seeking  to  have  the  anumnt  of  the  stock  so 
sold  out  in  1833  raised  out  of  the  real  and 
personal  assets  of  the  testator,  as  a  debt  due 
from  him  to  his  children, — Held,  that  the 
advances  made  by  L.  E.  on  his  daughter's 
marriage,  being  so  much  larger  than  the 
amount  of  the  debt,  must  be  presumed  to  be  a 
satisfaction,  as  far  as  regarded  the  moiety  of 
the  stock  to  which  the  daughter  was  entitled 
in  her  own  right  (but  not  as  to  the  moiety  due 
to  her  and  C,  as  representatives  of  her  bro" 
iher)  ;  and  that,  notwithstanding  other  coa- 
siderationsfor  the  advances  were  expressed  in 
the  settlement  deeds.  There  were  no  personal 
assets  of  the  testator,  and  the  bill  impeaehing 
the  wiU  of  the  testator,  the  Court  refused  to 
direct  an  account  of  the  real  estate,  or  to 
retain  the  bill  for  the  purpose  of  the  plains 
tijfs  bringing  ejectment  to  try  the  validity  of 
the  will. 

In  1 789,  by  the  settlement  executed  on 
the  marriage  of  L.  Evelyn  (the  testator), 
and  Elizabeth,  his  wife,  two  several  sums  of 
stock  (the  fortune  of  the  lady)  were  assigned 
to  trustees,  in  trust,  for  Mrs.  Evelyn  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  L.  Evelyn  for  life, 
widi  remainder  to  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage.    In  1827  (Mrs.  Evelyn  being  then 
dead)  the  stock  in  question  stood  in  the 
name  of  C.  Monro,  upon  tlie  trusts  of  the 
settlement.     On  the  15th  of  January  in  that 
year,  L.  Evelyn  wrote  a  letter  to  Monro,  in 
which,  after  stating  that  he  and  his  two 
children,  the  plaintiff  Mrs.  Plunkett  and 
Colonel  Evelyn,  were   together   absolute 
owners  of  the  stock  in  question,  he  proceeded 
as  follows : — **  It  appears  to  me  that  if  the 
stocks  were  transferred  into  our  three  names, 
they  would  march  in  the  course  pointed 
out  by  the  setdement,  &c.     My  children 
are  ready  to  accede  to  any  arraageitnent  I 

should  choose,''  &c. 

In   accordance  with   this  ptopoM^*    tl\o 
stock,  on  the  16th  of  February  182^,  ^wraa 
transferred  into  the  names  of  the  three,  nna 
on  the   16th  of  June  following  a  general 
release  was  executed  by  them  to  ^^^^^_-_J± 
appeared  that  in  1833  L.  Evelyn  was 
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a  contract  to  pmchaae  estates  of  grsatinakne 
(300,000^.)  finm  Lord.QxJbrd,  and  that  in 
June  1833,  and  Febmaiy- 1-834,  the  whole 
of  the  fltock  ia  question  wat-sold  out  under 
poweni  of- attorney  I  granted  by  the  plaintiff 
Mrs.  Plunketty  and  Celoaei  Bvelyn,  to  their 
father ;   and  the  proceeds  (ll,45&i.)  wefe 
received  by  the  father;  and  by  him  appfied 
in  part  payment  of  the  puichaa^-money  of 
the  estate  of  Lord  Oxft»d.     On  the  7th  of 
May  1837  Colonel  Evelyn  died,  as  it  was 
supposed,  intestate^  and  adninistration  ef 
his  estate  was  granted  to  his  fiither.     The 
will  and  oodioii  of  Colonel  Evelyn  were 
afterwards  produced,  in  which  the  plaintiff 
and  Cunnin^iam  were  appointed  exeoutors. 
Under  those  instruments  Mrs.  Plunkett  took 
an  interest  for  life  in  the  property  of  Cdonel 
Evdyn,  her  brother,-  with  remainder  to  her 
children ;  and  in  the  event  of  her  having  no 
ehydrea,  with  remainder  OTer  to  Cunning 
ham.     These    testamentary    papers    wefe 
provad  by  Mrs.  Plunkett  and  Cunningfaani* 
On  theiSMi  of  December  1S38  the  plain- 
tiff, Mrs.  Plunkett^  intermanied  with  the 
Hon.  Randall  £.  Plunkett,  the  eldest  son 
of  Locd  Dunsany,  and  the  entire  settlement 
iliadB'im'lliataumnflge  consisted  of  liiree 
deeds./   By  tbeihat  of  the  deeds  to  whaofti 
X#^£velyn  and  both  the  plamtiffi  were  pai^ 
tses^it  was  proposed  and  agreed  on  the  part 
of  Mnu  Phmlutt,  that  L.  Evelya  should 
adtBiancse  ISfiOOL  for  the  benefit  ofMrSh 
Plunkett,  and  that  that  sum  should  be  ap^ 
plied  in  payment  of  Mr.  Plunkett's  debts 
and  the  incumbnmees  on  theestates  to  w^neh 
Mr.  Pkmkett  was  entitled  in  remalader; 
and  that80,000}.,inadditionto  the  16,000l<^ 
should  be  paid  within  six  months  after 
L.  Evelyn's  deaOi  to  thetrastees  of  the 
settlement ;  and  it  rented  an  agittement  by 
Mr.  Plunkett  to  settle  certain  estatea  therein 
inentioned,  for  the  benefit  of  the  plainl£ffii 
and  their  cUldren,  and  that  such  settknent 
bed  been  made  by  deeds  of  even  date;  and 
in  considemd<m  of  such  settlement,  and  of 
tile  marriage,  L3nidon  Evelyn  setded  oertldn 
leal  eslatesof  whidi  be  was  seised  in  fee  for 
the  benefit  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  issue  of 
the  marriage.     By  deeds  of  eren  date,  Mr. 
Plunkett  settled  aJl  tiie  real  estates  of  which 
he  was  Ihen  in  possession,  and  to  which  he 
was  entitled  in  tail,  expectant  on  the  death 
of  his  fiither.  Lord  Dunsany,  to  uses  for  the 
benefit  of  himself,  Mrs.  Plunkett,  and  the 


issne  ef  the  martiaga^.*  fa' -ApriJL  Ifitd 
L.  Etfilyudied^kanring* by^MlA wfll/deifisdd 
and  bequeaflnd  aU  his  aoal  «ndr  pmmuml 
estateifor  the  benefit  of  ither-inttbt'dafen- 
dants,  whom  he  described  as  his  adaptal 
childiaa,  and  tiierdbfiappsnitbd  lli»>de£en- 
dant,  R.  Lewis,^teftutl>rv  The  bifi> Which 
wet  in  ihe  naturei-ofi  a  eMitofs'  bitt,  was 
filed  by  Mr<^  MndlMffSi'Phuikett  ii^inst 
the  e^ceovlor  hud 'itfaa  dtevisbea  wadtfr  L. 
Evelya'a  will,  and/  it  sought  .to  aiandt  the 
testator's  reel'  and'  persdaal^'assetk^Si  the 
amount  cdf 'th&4yifefl  stw&sc^  sold -out  by  the 
testafanv.aaa  debtylua'io  the^plalntiffk,  and 
to  tbeeslatd  •£  Coloael<'Bv^yn  V'i^nd  the 
bill  impeached  the  validity iof-L^Svelyn's 
wiH.  The  deftndMto,  by' their  ak^er, 
insisted  that  the  tiatisaotlbntaS'ta'  the  stock 
amounted-  to  a  fift  by-the^  chUdben'  tbtheW 
fiidier,  or  H  that  were -not  ao,  then  >lluM;  llilft 
sams  adwaoeed  and  agieed  ta  be  advanciftl 
by  L. '  Bvelynv'  on  die  maaiage  ef '  bb 
daughter,  the  plaintiff,  were  a  satisfbelion  i»f 
the.  debt*  '  Theexeeutor,  R.  Lewis,  by  his 
answer,  denied  that  there  wwe  any  personal 
assets  of  the  teatalbr.  ^  Evidence  waa  also 
gone  into  by  the  defendants,  to  shew  that 
L.  EvBlyn  intended*  Uie  advances  to  he  a 

aatfsfiioiion  0f  die  debt: 

» 

Mr.  Swamidn,  Mr.  Hodpon,  and  Mt. 
CaUmi,  fiMr  ^e  pbdntiffb. — ^This  is  simply 
a  Question  upon  the  construction  of  a  dieedt 
tiie  maxrifl^  settlement  of  the  plaintiffii ; 
and  parel  evidence  is  inadmisrible  to  vary 
the  oetoslruistioH  of  that  deed  where  the 
presumption  is  not  raised. 

ffhHey.  Wmiams,  S  Ves.  8t  Bea.  72. 

Lanffkmm  ▼•  &n/br4, 2Mer.  39. 

Hartopp  ▼•  Hartopp^  17  Ves.  184. 
This  portion  Was  not  a  gift  by  Ike  Aether, 
but  a  purchate  by  the  husband,  of  certain 
property^  and  the  considerations  are  ex- 
prtesecfin  the  deed— •Z>reve  ▼•  Bidp>od(}). 
Tftere  is  nedung  in  the  deed  to  shew  that 
the  mother**  fortune  was  in  the  contempla- 
tioh  of  Ihe  parties,  at  the  time  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  &e  large  portion  given  by  the 
fiitfaer  was  probably  induced  by  the  ad- 
vantageous connexion.  Again,  Ihe  ad- 
vance, to  be  a  satisfiu^n,  must  be  some- 
Uking  of  the  same  kind,  and  must  go  in  the 
same  course,  as  the  property  of  Uie  cbOd 

(1)  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  424;  s.  o.  4  Law  J.   Rep. 
Chanc.  33. 
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voaldt  m  «atkiactioii nf  whidi  it  k  given. 
How  MrBh  Flonketity  by  Iha  dedl,  takes  #n 
inteiMl  in  Mal.^eatote  oaly,  and  no  provision 
iamadefoB  any  chUdren  by  aseoond  mav- 


£eedY.  Bratfford,  I  Yes.  sen.  501  * 

Wood  Y.  Briwt,  2  Atk.  521. 

PkidU^  ▼«  /^ee*  Pcec.  in  Chanc.  238. 

Cka»§  ▼.  FarrjMf  18  Yes.  8* 

QaUmid  r.  GoUmid,  1  ^wanst.  211. 

BtiWigh  r.  Reod^  1  Yea«  jiuu  257. 

Cterit  V.  j^eirirM,  a  Atk.  9&. 

7<iiboi»  y.  OMm$.  4  Yes.  488. 

Tie  Mwrl  (tf  DmU'm  ¥.  WhofUm,  10 
BU.  ^«6 ;  8»  cw  6  Law  J.  Aqp.  (v.aO 
Chanc*  154 

jS(^A^  y.  Stochm^  4  Sim.  152  ;  s.  o. 
4  L»w  J.  Ec^,  (ii.8.)  Cham;.  276. 
At  aU  eFettUi  this  settlement  cannot  be  a 
saHrfieHon  of  the  sbera  o^  Col*  £yelyn. 
Here  there  has  been  po  acquiescence,  wUeh 
was  the  j^nnd  of  the  decinon  in  numy  of 
the  oaee*. 

Mr^  WUUochf  for  CunnioghaOf  one  of 
th^  executors  of  CqL  Eprelyn* 

Mr^K.^Parker^  for  jt^.tiewjei  the  exeh 
op|x)r  of  L.  Evelyn. 

J|fr.  RomiU^  fmd  Jfr.  j^^utoa^  for  the  deh 
fendant  F.  Lewis,  the  ^adopted  fla&«*^The 
plaiotifTs  can  have  no  decree  in  this  caae 
i^auist  the  real  ^st^  of  the  teatatpjv  for 
they  claim  tb^t  real  estajte  as  thej^  own.  Afi 
soop  ^»  the  stof^  was  spld  out,  wiik  thfi 
consent  of  the  children,  it  lost  itn  tni^t 
character,  and  if  th^  transactaon  constitiited 
a  debt  against  the  testator,  that  debt  is 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Lin^t^ons*  Tt^ 
e^ence  in  this  case  ,is  QUea^ly.^^dBoissible, 
as  the  deed  hm  r^ijMfl  M^  prfMiup^ptJien  of 
aatisfectiop. 

Wallace  V.  Po^fr$t,  1 J  Yes.  f4^.*       i 

RUhqrdaoB  v.  ^rce^e,  3  AUe.  j^. ,.  ;.  • 

Trimmp-  V.  Bagnct  7  Vesi  508^ 
The  rnle  which  is  laid  do|wn«in.2^«;9«^ 
0p  Le^focieip  p.  57,  thajb  an  a4va|]^meB|i 
nppn  a  child's  naaniage  of  a  fum  equal  A^ 
the  dejbt  is  jpnisd  facie  satis^ti9a»  f^  this 
debt,  i^  furaorted  by  all  t)ie  au^MIMritiesrT* 
Jones  Y,  morgan  (2). 
Mr.  Swan9ton  rep^ed. 

Feb.  28— WiGRijn,  Y.C.— The  ques- 
tions i^rgued  before  me  were,  fibrst,  whcthigr 
the  effect  of  the  transaction  by  which  the 
(2)  2  Yba.  fit  Coll.  403. 
New  Series,  XIII.— Chanc. 


^teek^  wsis  iiold'oiit,  aiid  th4  proceeds  paid 
to  the  father,  wad  a  ^ft  by  die  children  to 
L.  Evelyn,  or  whether,  at  the  time  of  the 
manrisge,  L.  Bvdyn  temafaied  a  debtor  in 
equity  to  his  children  to  the  same  amount 
as  if  tiie  stock  had  stood  in  the  names  of 
the  tlypee ;  secondly,  whether,  if  this  con- 
stituted no  gift,  Mrs.  Pldnkett's  claim 
against  hef  fiilEer  in  respect  of  a  moiety  of 
4£is  stodc  was  satisfied  by  the  settlement  of 
1828 ;  thirdly,  whether  the  claim  of  Mis. 
Plnnkettand  Cunningham,  as  Col.  Evelyii's 
executors,  in  respect  of  the  other  moiety  of 
the  stock,  was  affected  by  the  settlement  of 
1828,  or  by  advances  made  to  him  by  Jbis 
&ther,  or  otherwise;  and,  fourthly,  whether 
the  plaintiffs  in  this  suit  can  affect  the  real 
estates  of  L.  Evdyn,  in  sadsfaetiott  of  such 
claims  as  lliey  may  h^ve.  In  considering 
•the  second  question  of  satis&otiofi,  «a  apf- 
•plied  to  Mrs*  Plunketft's  (Aane,  I  4ibearve, 
with  respect  to  Mm.  Pkmkett'e  daim  as  to 
Ji  moiety  of  the  etodk,  ifcfit  the  advance 
made  by  L<  Evdyn^  upon  her  manriage^  was 
IQfiWk,  and  20,009/ .  to  be  paid  wiAin  aix 
JBionths  afi»r  hie  death,  besides  a  aetUemeiit 
of  iMids*  I  think  the  evidenee  maloes  the 
"W^heleyahieafthesetdQd  finds  70,^0002.  It 
.wes  not  argued  befi>m  me  that  sueh  proviaien 
w«uld  not  satisfy  the  plaitttiffa*  olaimhy jmi^ 
:sc»  only  that  the  advances  made,  and  egmed 
l^be.madCf  were  in  their  natauab  and  char^ter 
so  difl^rent  frma  the  father's  liability,  that 
it  eottld  not  be  eupposed  a  Mis&etion,  or 
thatsatijsfactioncoidd  n<^the  prssumed  fiBom 
Ihe  whale  traiMMw^lions  taken  together.  Upon 
the  trania^tien^  loi  Ae  I6th  ,of  Februacy 
192jS,  Ae  benefioiel  interests. of  the  paztieB 
4n.4he  sl^ek  w&»  left  ontouehed.  When  L. 
$xe)yn  pe9|M?eed  that  trsnafiir,  he  VMant  it 
to  b^  jp>  ao^eodaope  yritb  the  trusts  .o£  his 
msf^mg^  i^t^Aew»eQt9ja9d  .there  is  nQ;SUggefh 
tHw.  ^f  tWiy  .in^ntiQn  .to  change  the  xigbts  of 
ibe. polities.  U^vjng  come  to  this  coh^iip 
IJb9n,.^i)B9at$er  of  laW,  I  felt  at  Ubesty  to 
iooJf  ipto  th^  evidence^  to  see  if  there  was 
aipij^thipg  inconsistent  ivith  thi^  coiiclusioii« 
I  &m^  thene  very,  conclusive  evidenee  that 
t)uS:W|iS  L«  Evelyn's  understanding  of  that 
tiffmaotiipn,  .«s  to  the  mere  effect  of  the 
transfer,  tiU  the  stock  was  sold  in  June 
1839,  end  February  ;i834  :  that  is  the 
transactUM^  if  ^tf^y*  which  is  said  to  hav^ 
mf^ie  it  his  own  properly.  For  the  pur- 
pose of  trying  the  case,  so  far  as  r^ards  the 
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claim  of  Mrs.  Plunkett,  in  her  own  right,  I 
shall  suppose  that  L.  Evelyn  remained 
accountable  to  the  {daintijOP,  as  one  of  his 
children,  as  well  after  the  sale  of  the  stock 
as  before.  The  general  rule  is  ccarrectly 
stated  in  2  Roper  on  Legacies,  p.  57,  and, 
¥rith  all  deference  to  Mr.  Swanston,  the 
presumption  in  the  abstract  is  reasonable. 
If  a  debtor  pays  a  sum  equal  to  his  debt, 
it  is  prmdfaeie  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt ; 
but  if,  instead  of  paying  the  amount  into  the 
hands  of  his  credits,  he  pays  it  to  another 
person  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  his  creditor, 
and  as  part  of  a  transaction  to  which  the  cre- 
ditor is  an  assenting  party,  the  presumption 
primA  facie  is  the  same  in  the  abstract ;  I 
say  in  Uie  abstract,  because  all  the  cases  shew 
that  the  presumption  may  be  rebutted. 

In  this  caaei  there  is  the  exist^iceof  a  debt 
c^an  ascertained  amount,  and  an  advance  by 
the  fiither  to  an  amount  exceeding  that  debt; 
an  advance  made  on  behalf  of  the  daughter, 
in  a  transaction  in  which  all  the  legal  par- 
ties concur.     But  it  was  said,  first,  that  in 
the  settlement  by  L.  Evelyn,  distinct  con- 
siderations are  expressed,  and  that  the  ex- 
pression of  these  considerations  excludes  the 
operation  of  the  doctrine  of  satisfiaction ; 
aeocua^y,  it  was  said  that  the  entire  settle- 
ment was  a  purchase  by  the  husband,  and 
that  he  gave  value  for  the  lady's  fortune; 
and  thirdly,  that  the  husband  had  no  notice 
of 'the  wife's  right.     In  Wood  v.  Brianif 
Lord  Hardwicke  went  fully  into  the  law  of 
the  case,  and  held  it  to  be  a  satis&ction, 
B&yii)g»  '*  There  are  very  few  oases  where 
a  father-  will  not  be  presumed  to  have  piaid 
the  debt  he  owee  to  a  daughter,  when,  in  his 
•lifetime  he  gives  her  in  marriage  a  greater 
sum  than  he  owed  her ;  for  it  is  very  uur 
nalural  to  suppose  that  he  would  choose  to 
leave  himself  a  debtor  to  her^  and  subject 
>to  an  aoeount;"  and  he  expressed  disap- 
probation of  ChidUy  v.  Lee.      Seed  y. 
•Bradford  contains  clear  expressions  of  Sir 
-J.  Strangers  opinion,  though  he  considerecl 
•his  opinion  was  fortified  by  the  acquiescence 
of  the  parties.     There,  also,  the  husband 
did  not  know  of  the  wife's  rights  till  after- 
wards.    In  Chave  y,  Farrant  the  father 
owed  150/,, to  his  three  children,  as  exe- 
cutor of  their  grand&ther;  and  he  cove- 
nanted in  their  marriage  settlement  to  pay 
1,000/.   to  each  of  them.     Sir  W.  Grant 
was  clear  that  the  law  was  settled,  and  held 


it  a  satisfaction.  The  above  casea  bring 
the  doctrine  down  to  the  time  of  Sir  W. 
Grant,  when  the  law  of  the  Court  was 
considered  as  settled,  and  it  was  clearly 
decided,  that  neither  the  expression  of 
natural  love  and  afiection,  nor  the  igno- 
rance of  the  husband,  would  prevent  the 
operation  of  the  doctrine.  If  &e  acts  and 
declarations  of  the  parties  are  to  be  taken 
into  account,  it  is  impossible  to  say'  that 
they  do  not  confirm  the  conclusion  to 
whiohf  without  those  acts,  I  should  have 
come  in  this  particular  case.  I  allude  to 
the-  omission  of  the  parties  to  make  their 
claim  in  the  creditors'  suit,  and  the  corre- 
spondence. But  I  m^t  not  be  understood 
to  intimate  an  opinion  that  the  expression 
of  natural  lovo  and  afiection,  as  tSie  ccm- 
sideration  for  giving  the  portion,  or  l^e  ex- 
pression of  any  other  consideration,  may  not 
in  any  ease  be  entitled  to  weight.  In  the  case 
of  a  portion  of  t6e  exact  amount  of  the 
parent's  debt,  the  expressi9n  of  other  con- 
siderations might  possibly  be  material  in 
coi^unction  with  ouier  circumstances,  fpr  it 
might  he  said  that  natural  love  and  afiectien 
are  not  motives  for  the  discharge  o^  ah  ob- 
ligation ;  but*  that  reason  wiU  liave  little 
weight  where  the  &ther  haJs  jgiven  a  portion 
far  exceeding  the  amount  of  his  liability. 
In  such  a  case  there  are  anmle  materials  to 
satisfy  natural  afiectbn,  wiUiout  excluding 
tide  presumption  that  he  intended  the  debt 
to  be  satisfied* 

But  another  point  was  relied  upon  by 
the  pkintifis,  that  this  was  a  contract  or 
purchase  by  the  husband;  but  I  cannot 
comprehend  how  that  is  to  bear  on  tbe 
question.  If  the  advance  smplieiter  would 
discharge  the  fatiier,  I  cannot  think  that 
the  advance  would  lose  its  operation,  be- 
cause the  fatiier,  in  addition  to  the  advance, 
obtained  for  his  daughter  the  benefit  of  a 
'settiement  by  her  husband.  I  should  have 
thought  that  the  argument  tended  the  other 
way.  From  the  observations  of  the  Vfce 
Chancellor  of  England,  in  Wharton  v.  Lori 
Durham  (3),  I  think  it  clearly  appears 
that  he  was  of  the  same  opinion,  for  he'  says, 
that  where  the  husband,  in  consideration  of 
his  wife's  portion,  setties  his  own  estate, 
that  is  the  same  thing  as  if  the  lady^s  for- 
tune was  settied.     I  know  of  no  case  to 

(3)  5  Sim.  814,  S15 ;  s.e.  2  Law  J.  Rap.  (N.a.} 
Cbanc  25. 
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sanction  that  pSMTt  of.  the  plaintiffs*  argu- 
ment   : 

Then,  ^s  to   the  cases  that  were  cited 
ibr  the  defendant,  the  first  that  was  relied 
upon  Vina  Prime  v,  Siehbing{^),     In  Drewe 
T.  Bidgood^  Sir  J.  Leach  alludes  to  the 
expression,  that  the  stock  was  purchased 
with  Charles  Bidgood's  own  money,  and 
that   the  settlement  was  in  consideration 
of  natural  love  and  affection ;  and  he  adds 
this :  "I  am,  therefore,  precluded  from  pre- 
suming that  he  meant  hy  this  gift  to  pay  a 
debt  due  from  his  Other's  estate,  whatever 
the  probability  may  be  in  that  respect." 
Stocken  V.  Stocken  was  a  question,  whether 
claims  which  might  or  might  not,  as  matters 
of  account,  be  ripened  into  a  debt  were 
satisfied  by  a  legacy.     The  Vice  Chancellor 
of  England  thought  not.     The  Lord  Chan- 
celloT  thought  the  case  was  not  ripe  for  a 
decision  upon  that  point,  and  he  directed 
the  accounts  to  be  taken.     Neither  that  nor 
any  other  case,  except  Wharton  r.  Lord 
Durham^  touches  the  present  case;    In  that 
case  John  Lambton  was  seised  in  fee  of 
certaixi  estaties,  under  the  will  of  his  brother 
William,  subject  to  a  term  of  1,000  years, 
vested  in  trustees.     In  the  marriage  settle- 
ment of  his  daughter  Mrs.  Wharton,  it  was 
declare^  that  her  portion  should  be  1  d,OOOZ., 
but  no  mention  was  therein  made  of  the  will 
of  John  Lambton,  the  father  of  the  lady. 
The  question  was  as  to  the  1 0,000/.  only.  In 
the  argument  in  Wharton  v.  tord  Durham 
the  Solicitor  General  st^ated,  that  the  !  5,000Z. 
could  not  have  been  held  a  satis&ctioh  of 
the  5,000/.  unless  the  intention  had  been  so 
expressed.     But  the  reported  cases  negative 
the  necessity  of  any  such  expressions  and 
the  question  never  could  have  arisen  if  such 
had  been  the  law,  because  the  question  al- 
ways is,  whether  satisfaction  is  not  to  be 
presumed.     The  Vice  Chancellor  did  not 
adopt  that  rule,  but  says  that  the  expression 
of  intention,  that  it  should  be  a  satisfaction 
of  one  sum,  is  evidence  of  an  intention  to 
confine  it  to  that  one   sum.     From  what 
Lord  Brougham  says  (5),  it  may  appear 
doubtful  whether  he  admitted  the  suggestion 
at  the  bar,  but  it  is  clear  that  he  thought 
the  effect  to  be  given  to  the  declaration  ti^at 
the  portion  was  given  in  satisfaction  of  one 
sum  was  matter  for  consideration  only,  though 

(4)  2  Ves.  sen.  409. 

(5)  3  Myl.  &  K.  478. 


of  great  weight ;  and  he  referred  to  Bough 
V.  Ready  upon  which  case  it  is  sufficient  to  say 
that  that  case  was  folly  explained  by  Lord 
Lyndhurst  in  Lord  Durham  v.  Wharton.   - 
But  it  is  unnecessary  to  push  on   this 
inquiry  further ;  for' here  there  is  no  decla^ 
ration  that  the  sum  advanced  by  the  fether 
should  be  a  satisfaction  of  one  demand,  leav- 
ing the  other  untouched;    but  the  whole 
argument  turns  upon  the  circumstance,  that 
the  consideration  of  natural  love  and  affec- 
tion is  mentioned  in  the  settlement.     The 
point  which  pressed  me  most  has  been  die 
expressions  attributed  to  Lord  Lyndhurst 
(6),  that  it  was  necessary,  as  far  as  related 
to  the  5,000/.,  that  the  provision  as  to  satis- 
faction should  in  terms  be  expressed,  but 
that  as  far  as  related  to  the  provision  by  the 
ivill,  it  was  not  necessary,  for  tiiat  the  e£fect 
was  produced  by  the  operation  of  law.     If 
that  be  an  abstract  proposition,  it  is  pro- 
bable that  no  payment  made  by  a  fa<iier  can 
be  a  satisfaction  of  a  debt  owing  from  him 
to  hid  children,  unless  he  so  expresses  it. 
I  should  follow  this  doctrine  without  he- 
sitation  if  I  thought  it  was  intended  as  a 
general  rule,  but  if  that  doctrine  was  in^ 
tended  only  to  be  applicable  to  a  case  like 
that  befbre  the  Court,  in  which  the  estaite 
belonging  to  J.  Ltoibton  was  charged,  with- 
out the  person  being  also  chak]ged,  or  if  any 
other  circumstances  are  found  therein  as  the 
ground  for  that  dictum,  then  the  obserm«» 
tion  becomes  of  no  weight  in  a  case  where 
those  circumstances  do  not  occur.     But  my 
observations  upon  it  are  these:  the  point 
ruled  by  Loi^  Lyndhurst  did  not  arise  in 
that  case  at  al! ;  and  in  the  next  place,  no 
case  was  referred  to  during  the  argument  to 
shew,  that  that  was  the  law  of  the  Court ; 
but  the  cases  all  decide  the  contr^y,  because, 
whether  the  decision  was, "  as  in  Wood  v. 
Briani  and  Seed  v.  Bradford^  in  favour  of 
satisfaction,  or  against  it,  the  Courts  all 
admit,  that  the  doctrine  of  satisfaction  is  to 
be  considered  in  a  case  of  payment.    What 
I  have  to  consider  is,  whether  I  am  bound 
to  follow  that  dictum,  which  I  cannot  be, 
except  by  imputing  to  Lord  Lyndhurst,  in 
a  case  where  the  point  did  not  arise,  an 
intention  to  overrule  all  the  cases  upon  the 
subject.    In  fact,  the  doctrine  of  satisfaction 
could  not  exist  if  such  was  the  law ;  it  is 
the  absence  of  expression  which  has  raised 

.   (6)  10  BUgli,  546, 
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the  queation  in  all  the  cases,  I  feel  aasuied, 
therefore,  that  either  those  expreasioAS  were 
inaccurately  attributed  to  Lord  Lyndhurst, 
or  tht^t  he  did  not  mean  tb  lay  down  any 
general  rule. 

Being  of  opinion,  that  the  caaea  cited 
for  the  defendant  ahew  a  case  of  satiafac* 
tion,  and  that  the  oases  cited  for  the 
plain tifis  do  not  displace  that  proposition, 
I  am  fortunately  not  called  upon  to  shew 
how  the  evidence  is  receivable  under  the 
case  of  Wallace  v.  Pom/ret:  there  Lord 
Eldon  protested  against  the  doctrine,  and 
yet  received  parol  evidence  to  explain  the 
meaning  of  the  words  of  an  instrument. 
In  Hali  V.  Hill  {7),  Sir  £.  Sugden  took  an 
elaborate  review  of  all  the  cases  as  to 
evidence,  and  professed  himself  unable  to 
understand  how  the  evidence  was  receivable. 
Such  being,  in  my  opinion,  the  presumption 
of  law  in  this  case,  and  that  being  unopposed 
by  any  evidence  whatever^  the  presumption 
becomes  conclusive. 

The  next  point  is  the  claim  made  on 
behalf  of  Col.  Evelyn:  and  (excluding, 
for  the  present,  the  consideration,  whether 
the  daims  made  by  Mrs.  Plunkett  and 
Cunningham  are  distinct  from  each  other,) 
this  moiety  is  due  to  Mrs.  Plunkett  and 
Cunningham,  not  in  their  own  right,  but 
in  their  representative  character,  and  is 
subject  to  the  debts  of  Col.  Evelyn.  The 
doctrine  of  satisfaction  cannot  satisfy  Cun- 
ningham's claim ;  and  upon  principle  I  think, 
I  mtist  consider  this  case  precisely  in  the 
same  way  as  if  Mrs.  Plunkett  were  not  one 
of  his  representatives,  but  as  if  a  stranger 
represented  his  estate.  Neither  Col.  Evelyn 
nor  his  representatives  were  parties  to  tile 
settlement,  nor  to  any  other  of  the  transac- 
tions ;  on  the  contrary,  it  appears  that  W, 
on  the  part  of  Cunningham,  insisted  that 
Col.  Evelyn's  property  should  not  be  set* 
tied ;  nor  can  I  find  any  principle  for  saying, 
that  the  advances,  on  behalf  of  Mrs.  Plun- 
kett affected  Col.  Evelyn's  share,  only  be- 
cause she  happened  to  be  one  of  his  repre« 
sentatlves. 

The  Aext  point  is,  whether  I  should 
infer  a  gilt,  on  the  part  of  Col.  Evelyn, 
by  the  sale  of  the  stock,  and  the  payment 
of  the  proceeds  to  L.  Evelyn ;  but  I  ifind 
nothing  in  the  evidence  to  conclude  in 
favour  of  a  gift,  in  respect  of  Col.  Evelyn's 

share,  without  inquiry ;  and  then  upon  the 
(7)  1  Dru.  &  War.  ^4. 


question^  whether  I  .shoidd  dinwt  mieh  an 
inquiry,  I  thought  it  right  to  look  rnttfthtt 
evidence  to  see  whether  I  sbouU  do  that 
which  is  purely  a  matter  for  the  dieovelion 
of  the  Court)  and  I  foiwd  there  th^t  which' 
decided  me  against  giantiog  the  iiMiuiiy, 
T  think  the  claim  must  stand  m. respects 
Col.  Evelyn's  moiety,  and  must  hal  as 
records  the  plaintiff's  moiety  it  hef  omi 
right. 

Another  questioii  was,  whe^er  I  shovld 
direct  an  acoount  of  the  personal  estate 
only,  or  of  the  real  estate  sJso,  The  exe- 
cutor, Lewis,  swears  that  theie  aro  no 
personal  assets.  The  question  is,  whether 
I  can  direct  an  inquiry  as  to  whom  the  veal 
estate  belongs.  The  bill,  as  it  now  rtaAds, 
states,  that  it  belongs  to  Mm.  Plonkeit, 
and  the  plaintiff  asks  to  have  the  debt  raised 
out  of  her  own  property.  It  oocurred  to 
me  at  first,  that  it  might  be  competent  to 
me  to  retain  the  bill,  giving  the  parties  out 
of  possession  leave  to  bring  an  ejecCmcnl 
and  establish  their  title ;  and  then^  if  diey 
should  succeed,  to  dismiss  the,  bill  as  to  the 
real  estate ;  and  IT  they  should  fsd),  they 
might  then  have  a  ease  for  dixeetiiig  an 
account  of  the  real  estate.  But  I  caaaefc 
find  any  case  where  the  Court  has  retained 
the  bill  for  the  purp^Me  of  enabling  die 


plaintiff  to  shew  that  he  has  no  title.  And 
as  the  plaintiffs  come  here,  and  t^  a»e,  thai 
the  real  estate  is  theirS}  I  can  make  no  de-* 
cree  as  to  that  estate. 

Bill  dismissed,  with  costs,  as  te  aa  it 
sought  an  account  of  the  moiety  of  the  stock 
in  Mrs.  Plunkett's  own  right,  and  an  ac- 
count of  the  real  estetes.  As  to  Col.  Eve- 
lyn's moiety,  an  account  was  directed  of 
the  personal  estete,  reserving  forther  diree- 
tions  and  coste. 


WlOHAM 

Feb 

March 


aAM,  V.C.") 
.  23,  dC  ;  > 
arch  18,     3 


EMPRINGBAM  P.  WOmT. 


SeqaestraUon^^v  interessesuo-^Repori 
w^Exoeptions. 

In  November  1 839,  /.  S,  a  d^ifendami,  inm 
ordered  to  poj/  a  stmi  of  money  ^  and^  on  de* 
faiaUt  a  sequeilraikm  isoued  agmtuit  kirn, 
under  which  the  sequestrator  took  posseuUm 
of  his  real  estates •  Between  the  date  of  the 
order  for  payment  and  the  eequestraiiont 
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/.  S.  Imd  $M  and  tonveytd  hU  eiiMt  to 
W.  JV.  S,  who  was  ousted  h^  the  sequestra" 
tar.  W,  W.  S,  then  applied  to  be  examined 
pio  iiil6Mtee  8UO.  On  m  reference  to  the 
M^Mer^  \%  found  that  Jf.  W.  S^  as  a^insi 
/.  S^  mm  absokaefy enUtkd^ihe  property  f 
but  h^  left  the  finding  open  as  to  whether  the 
eenveffanee  was  fraudulent  as  against  the 
pkdmUjf.  W.  fV.  S.  serped  an  order  nisi  to 
confirm  that  report^  and  the  plaintiff  took 
esoeepii&ns^  T%e  eeidencenot  being  safis" 
faeterg  as  9o  9h^  payment  of  the  pwrchase* 
moneg,  or  the  bona  fides  tf  the  transaetienf 
the  Co^t  directed  an  issue. 

Though  exeeptione  will  not  lie  §o  such  a 
report^  U  is  n^^  therefore  conciusive,  for  the 
Comrt,  at  the  hearing,  wUiiook  into  the  whole 
ofth^  proceedings;  and,  if  the  ease  is  clear, 
wiU  decide  at  onee  in  the  olaimanVs  favour  ; 
if  net,  on  issue  or  other  proceedings  tsill  be 
Oretied  to  irg  the  ri^t 

Ib  this  case  tke  plaintiff  was  tihe  surriving 
tnislee  under  the  will  of  J.  Wilson,  the 
testator  in  the  cause;  and  the  defendant, 
James  Short,  was  the  husband  of  the  testa- 
tor's widow,  who  took  a  life  interest  in  the 
estates  given  by  t!ie  will.  In  July  1830, 
an  injnnction  issued  against  James  Short  to 
restrain  him  from  committing  waste.  Tn 
18M  further  waste  was  committed  in  plough- 
ing up  twelve  acres  of  meadow  land,  and  on 
the  85tfa  of  May  a  motion  was  made  to  com- 
mit J.  Short  and  W.  W.  Short,  his  son,  for 
breach  of  the  injunction ;  and  the  defen- 
dant then  undertook,  by  his  counsel,  to 
nndce  sudi  reparation  for  the  damage  done 
by  him  as  the  Master  should  award ;  and  an 
order  was  made  referring  it  to  the  Master  to 
ascertain  the  amount  of  damages,  and  that 
the  defendant,  James  Short,  should  make 
such  reparation  accordingly,  and  pay  to  the 
plaintiif  the  costs  of  the  application,  &c«, 
to  be  taxed  by  the  Master.  On  the  9th  of 
November  1889,  the  Master  reported  the 
damages  at  1501.,  to  be  paid  by  the  defen- 
dant, James  Short,  into  the  bank,  to  tiie 
credit  of  the  cause,  and  taxed  the  costs  of 
the  application,  &c.  at  the  sum  of  481.,  to  be 
paid  by  the  defendant,  James  Short,  to  the 
plaindfT.  An  order  was  made  for  the  pay- 
metkt  of  those  sums,  and  on  the  4^  of 
December  Mlowing  a  writ  of  execution 
issued.  A  motion  was  tlien  made  by  the 
defendant  to  discharge  that  order  for  irregu- 
larity, on  the  ground  that  the  report  had 


not  be^n  conflnned;  and  on  the  29th  of 
July  1840  it  was  decided,  after  some  litiga- 
tion, that  the  report  did  not  require  con- 
flnnatlon.  On  flie  29th  of  April  1841  an 
order  was  made  for  a  sequestration  TJames 
Short  having  been  out  of  the  country).  On 
the  24th  of  May  the  writ  issued,  and  it  was 
executed  on  the  28th  by  the  sequestrator 
taking  possession  of  the  lands  and  of  the 
farming  stock,  which  at  that  time  were  in 
the  possession  of  W.  W.  Short.  The  whole 
of  the  property  in  question  had  belonged  to 
James  Short,  but  by  deeds  of  lease  and  re« 
lease  of  the  15th  and  16th  of  October  1839, 
the  lands,  and  by  deed  of  assignment  of  the 
same  date  the  stock  and  household  effects, 
were  conveyed  and  assigned  by  J.  Short  to 
W.  W.  Short.  It  appeared  that  the  seques- 
trator took  possession  of  the  property  then 
in  the  hands  of  W.  W.  Short,  and  no  com- 
plaint wa6  made  by  W.  W.  Short  against  the 
sequestrator,  for  having  in  an  unlawful 
manner  taken  possession  of  the  property. 
On  the  14th  of  July  1841,  W.  W.  Short 
having  submitted  to  the  acts  of  the  seques- 
trator, did  not  apply  for  an  order  that  he 
might  be  restored  to  possession,  but  for  an 
order  to  go  in  before  the  Master  and  be 
examined  pro^  interesse  sue.  In  December 
1841,  the  usual  order  was  made  for  the 
plaintiff  'to  examine  witnesses  to  fidsify  the 
examination  of  W.  W,  Short,  and  on  the 
18th  of  April  1842  leave  was  given  to 
W,  W.  Short  to  examine  witnesses  in  sup- 
port of  his  own  case,  and  it  was  then  referred 
to  the  Master  to  certify  whetherW.  W.  Short 
had  any  and  what  interest  in  the  premises. 
In  December  1842  the  Master  made  his 
report,  by  which  he  certified  that,  so  far  as 
respected  W.  W.  Shoit  and  James  Short, 
and  all  persons  claiming  under  him,  W.  W. 
Short  had,  by  virtue  of  the  conveyances  of 
October  1839,  acquired  an  absolute  estate 
and  interest  in  the  whole  of  the  said  pre- 
mises, firom  the  date  of  the  said  deeds,  and 
the  possession  tekea  thereunder,  subject 
only  to  sudi  questions  as  had  arisen  between 
W.  W.  Shortand  Hie  plaintiff,  or  between  the 
Court  and  the  plaintiff  and  W.  W.  Short,  by 
reason  of  the  sequestration  issued  at  the  suit 
(^  the  plaintiff;  which  sequestration  did  not 
issue  till  eighteen  months  after  the  exe- 
cution of  the  said  conveyances ;  but  which 
questions  not  being  referred  to  him  (the 
Master),  and  involving  jurisdiction  in  mat- 
ters of  contempt,  he  considered  he  was  not 
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at  liberty  to  exercise  any  judgment  there- 
upon,  and  therefore  he  stated  ttiejji  to  the 
Court.  W.  W.  Short  served  ftie  plaintiff 
with  the  usual  order  nin,  to  confirfcn  the 
report.  The  plaintiff  took  exceptions  to 
the  report,  which  were,  in  substance,  that 
the  Master  ought  to  have  certified  that  the 
deeds  of  October  18 39,  executed  by  James 
Short,  were  contrived  for  fraud,  and  to  de- 
feat  the  plaintiff  of  his  just  rights,  &c. ;  and 
that  W.  W.  Short  did  not  acquire  any 
interest  thereunder  in  the  sequestered  pre- 
mises, as  against  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  RomUhf  and  Mr.  W,  M.  JameSy  for 
the  exceptions.^The  conveyances  to  W.  W. 
Short  were  void  under  the  13  Eliz.  c.  5, 
for  the  plaintiff  was  a  creditor  of  James  Short 
immediately  after  the  order  of  the  25th  of 
November  1839,  made  for  the  payment  of  the 
150/.,  &c.  .  The  Court  will  now  look  int6 
the  report  and  evidence,  and  try  the  ques- 
tion of  right. 
. ,    Cooper  V.  ThomUm^  1  Dick.  72. 

Bird  V.  Littkhaks,  3  Swanst.  299,  n, 
.  I  Dan.  Ch.  pr.  644. 
Mr.  J,  Rus$eH  and  Afr.  RoH,  for  W.  W, 
Shqrt.— No  exceptions  will  lie  to  the  Mas- 
ter's report— 
rfioopervf  Thnmtfm^ 

Hamlyn  v.  Lee^  1  Dick.  94.  ,  , 

Copeland  v.  Mope,  2  Ball  &  Beat  66. 
Qut. to. sustain  the  plajuitiff's  casQ,  un4er 
t}ie  13  £Hz,  c.  5)  he  roust  prove  Umt  the 
purchaser  woft  .cc^ifsavit  of  .the  firaud-r^  ,  '  . 

Wor^eley  y.  De  MfUto^y  1  Burr.  46^.: ,. . 

Rose  y.  Haycoch^  I  Ad.  &  £1.  46o,  q.  ;, 
s.  c.  5  Law  J.  Kep.  K.B,  210. . 
The  order  for  the  payment  of  this  sum. 
merely  constituteda  personal  demand  againsl;. 
James  Shorty  and  £d  npt  affect  the  lands 
til]  sequestration  issued — 

Crofis  V,  Oldfield,  3  Swanst.  278,  n^    . 

Johnson  v.  Chippindall,  2  Sim.  55* 

Wilson  V.  Metcalfe,  1  Beav,  263  ;  9*  c,^ 
8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  331. 
The  Court  cannot  decide  against  W.  W. 
Short  upon  thi^  report^  but  will  leave  £he 
plaintiff  to  file  his  bill  or  try  the  cmetd 
law. 

Mr.  RomiUy^  in  reply. — It  is  impos- 
sible to  say,  that  if  the  Master  had  reported 
against  W.  W.  Short's  claim,  he  would  have 
been  concluded  by  it;  so  neither  is  the 
Master's  report  conclusive  against  the  plain- 
tiff.    If  the  facts  are  sufficiently  clear,  the 


Court  will  act  upon  theqn  at  o|)ce ;  if  not,  it 
will  direct  an  issue. 

March  18. — Wigrabt,  y.C. — In  this  case, 
the  Master,  by  his  report,  dated  in  Decem- 
ber 1842,  found  that  certain  conveyances 
which  were  executed  by  the*  defendant 
James  Short,  were  binding  as  between  him 
and  W.  W.  Short ;  but  that  finding  keeps 
open  the  validity  of  the  deeds,  as  between 
the  plaintiff  and  W.  W.  Short.  Excep- 
tions were  taken  to  this  report,  some  of 
which  were  of  a  technical  nature  ;  but 
the  main  question  wa^  as  to  the  conclu- 
sion to  which  the  Master  had  come.  For 
W.  W.  Short  it  was  objected,  that  it 
was  irregular  to  except  to  a  report  of  this 
kind,  and  Hamlyn  v.  Lee  was  cited ;  but 
this  is  quite  clear,  that  if  exceptions  are 
int^;ular,  it  can  only  be  on  the  ground  that 
they  are  unnecessary ;  that  .the  Court,  at 
the  instance  of  either  party,  will  look  into 
the  evidence  withoiut  exceptions.  It  could 
not  be  seriously  aigued,  that  if  the  Master 
had  found  W.  W.  Short  not  entitled,  the 
Court  would  have  held  him  concluded  by 
that  .finding ;  but  it  becomes  unnecessary  to 
consider  il;  as  tq  the  mere  f^rm,  because 
W.  W.  Short  has  served  the  order  nisi  to 
confirm  the  report  i  and  wherever  the  order 
nisi  is  served,  there  the  party  has  a  right  to 
excqpt ;  and  uppn  that  part  of  the  case  X 
give  no  costfs  to.  either  party.  I  observe 
only,^  that  jt  appears  by  ihe  r^pstrar's  book, 
that  the  ,repbrt  of  HamJ^n  v.  Lee  is  very 
inaccurate.. 

The  first  question  then  is,  hpw,  or  whe- 
th^  f^  ojl,  I  can  try  the  rij^ts  of  W. 
W.,  S[hort  upon  these  proceedings,  and  I 
h^ve  hesi^ted  ^uch  upon  this  part  of  the 
capC)  never  having  had  occasion  to  consider 
the  jpracdce  before.  Upon  looking  into  the 
authorities  collected  in  3  Swanst.  i290,  n.,  and 
in  1  i)an\eJVs  Chanc.  Prac,  644,  ei  seq.,  and 
refexxipg  to  other  cases,  /ingel  v.  Smiih  (1), 
Arooks  V.  Greathed  (2),  Copeland  v.  Maps, 
and  Wilson  v.  Metcaife,  it  is  perfectly  clear 
that  th^  Court  exercises  a  discretion.  Where 
the  case  is  quite  clear,  the  Court  in  many  cases 
has  decided  without  sending  it  to  the  Mas- 
ter ;  in  some  cases  it  has  ordered  the  parties 
to  bring  an  ejectment;  in  other  casei,  where 
the  sequestrator  has  found  a  person  in  pos- 
session of  the  property,  the  Court  has  ordered 

(1)  9  Ves.  386. 

(2)  1  Jso.  U  Walk.  176. 
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a  wHt  of  assistance  to  issue,  unless  tlie  party 
will  come  in  and  be  examined  pro  interesse 
suo;  if  the  Court  could  UQl^  do  that,  a  8e« 
questration  would  be  a  mere  form.  I  wb^ 
quite  clear  tbat  tbe  Court  bas  jurisdiction 
to  try  the  question ;  but  my  only  doubt  is, 
what  ought  to  be  done  to  try  the  question, 
and  what  ought  to  be  done  in  the  meantime 
till  tlie  question  is  tried* 

Ujwn  the  evidence,  which  is  extremely 
meagre,  the  question  is  this,  whether  the 
transaction  was  a  bond  fide  sale,  or  ah 
artifice  to  withdraw  the  {>roperty  from  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court.  W.  W.  Short 
completed  his  alleged  purchase  in  August 
1839.  His  statement  is,  that  he  believes 
his  fiither  Sold  the  property  to  enable  him 
to  prosecute  the  proceedings,  and  reverse 
the  order  of  November  1839,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  money ;  and  that  shews  the 
close  connexion  there  was  between  the  sale 
of  the  property  and  the  proceedings  in  this 
Court,  In  October  1839,  the  conveyances 
were  executed,  and  no  abstract'^of  tide  was 
produced.  W.  W-  Short  does  hot  say  that 
his  father  had  any  other  property.  The 
total  purchase-money  was  560/. ;  nothing 
was  paid  at  the  Ume,  but  W.  W.  Short  gave 
his  promissory  note  for  the  amount  of  the 
pnrchafl^-tooney.  The  father  then  went  to 
London,  and'  lived  in  the  Borough.  '  The 
account  given  by  W.  W.  Short  is,  that  in 
December  1839,  200/.  was  sent  by  him 
to  bis  father;  in  the  January  following, 
20O/. ;  in  March,  lOOl. ;  and  in  October, 
60/.  was  paid  in  cash.  With  respect  to  tlie 
payment  of  these  sums,  the  evidence  is  ^x«- 
tremely  loose.  It  is  shewn,  that  W.  Wl 
Short  had  no  property  but  this  ;  that  the 
faxra  was  ill  stocked,  and  that  he  was  a  per- 
son who  had  no  means  of  paying  for  the 
property.  In  point  of  fact,  no  account  is 
given  how  W.  W.  Short  canie  by  the  money. 
It  is  quite  clear  that  there  is  case  enot^h'to 
try,  and  it  appears  to  me,  that  the'  only  way 
of  trying  it  is  by  directing  an  issue ;  and  the 
proper  issues  to  be  tried  would  be,  first, 
whether  the  consideration  for  the  purchase 
was  ever  paid,  with  liberty  to  the  Judge  to 
indorse  special  matter  on  the  postea; — and 
secondly,  supposing  the  consideration  was 
paid,  whether  the  conveyance  was  executed 
to  W.  W.'  Short,  in  the  words  of  the  statute, 
for  the  purpose  of  hindering,  delaying,  or 
defeating  the  plaintiff  from  recovering  his 
money  under  the  decree. 


VC      1  .         .     -         ,. 

jj  'V'g   I   wn;roif ».  rithbolt. 

21th  Order  of  \M\.  ^ 

Where  a  defendant^  ajler  being  served 
with  a  copy  of  the  bitl,  enters  an  appearance 
under  the  27th  Order  o/1841,  requiring  to 
be  served  with  notice  of  all  proceedings  in  the 
caiisef  it  is  not  sufficient  to  serve  a  notice 
that  the  cause  has  been  set  down,  when  U 
is  in  the  paper  for  hearing,  but  reasonable 
notice  must  be  given,  such  as  a  party  is  en* 
titled  to,  wJten  served  with  subpoena  to  hear 
judgment. 

One  of  the  defendants  in  this  cause  was 
served  with  a  copy  of  the  bill,  and  entered  an 
appearance  under  the  27th  Order  of  1 841  ( 1 ), 
requiring  to  be  served  with  all  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  cause.  The  plaintiff,  however,_ 
neglected  to  s^rV6  him  'with  nbtice  of  the 
cause  being  set  down  until  it  wa^  in  tlie 
paper  for  hearing ;  and  a  questipii  wai  raised, 
whether  this  was  sufficient  seryipe  uhdef  the 
Order;  it  was  submitted  that,  lat  aiij^  fate, 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  have  the  same 
notice  as  if  he  had  been  served  ndth  subpcena 
to  hear  judgment.  "    '  \.'* 

Mr.  Gardner,  for  the  plaintiA*^^  and  JIfr. 
Metcalfe,  for  the  def<todaaa(t. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — ^The  question 
is,  whether  thd  defendant  has  had  all  that 
he  is  entitled  to  under  the  27th  Order;  that 
Order  is  silent  as  to  the  time  at  which  he  is 
tb  receive  notice,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  it 
would  'be  a  reasonable  construction  to  say, 
he  should  have  the  sometime  as  he  would 
have  been  entitled  to,  if  he  had  been  a  party 
subpoenaed  to  hear  judgment.  A  party  might 
have  a  .case  that  required  time  to  get  up, 
and  he  certainly  would  not  have  a  fair 
oppoitunity  to  do  90,  if  he  were  not  served 
with  potice  until  the  caase  was  in  the  paper. 


ARXWRIOEtT  V.  ORTLES. 


V.C.     1 
MATcfe  25  J 

Injunction — Notice  required. 

Where  a  transfer  is  about  to  be  made  of 

stocJt  to  wrong  persons  through  mistake,  ihe 

Court  will  not  grant  an  injunction  ex  parte, 

dgaiiist  the  defendants,  to  restrain  the  tranS" 

ftr,  unless  the  plaintiff  swears  that  he  believes 

(1)  Ord.  Can,  172 ',  10  LawJ.Rep.(N.8.}Chano. 
41S. 
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the  defendant  wiU  avail  himself  of  the  error ^ 
and  will  refuse  to  make  a  re-transfer. 

Mr,  Cooper  moved  ex  parte,  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintifis,  who  were  die  executors  of 
the  late  Mr.  Arkwright,  for  an  injunotbn 
to  restrain  the  transfer  into  the  names  of 
the  defendants  of  a  sum  of  about  20,000/. 
consols^  which  was  about  to  be  made  to 
them,  under  a  misapprehension  that  they 
were  the  proper  trustees  of  the  fund. 

The  y  iCB  Chancsllor  said,  the  only  ques- 
tion was,  whether  suoh  an  order  ecuid  be 
made  ex  parte,  and  asked  whether  the  plain- 
tiffs would  swear  that  there  was  any  appre- 
hension the  defendants  would  reftise  to  make 
a  re-transfer  of  the  fiind  when  called  upon* 

Mr,  Cooper  thought  the  plaintiffii  would 
not  make  rndk  aa  affidavit. 

The  Vies  CHAycsu^a  said,  if  that  were 
so,  he  eould  not  nake  the  order  ex  parte. 
He  remembered  a  case  of  the  sort  in  the 
time  of  Sir  Anthony  Hart,  who  held,  that 
notice  of  such  a  motion  ought  to  be  given 
to  the  defendants,  unless  the  pleintifrs  were 
ready  to  swear  that  the  defendants  intended 
to  avail  themselves  of  th^  error  by  selling 
out  the  stock.  The  proper  way  would  be, 
for  the  motion  to  stand  over,  that  notice 
might  be  given  to  the  defendants,  who 
would,  no  doubt,  do  what  was  right. 


Creditors*  Suit — Preliminary  Inquiries. 

Mr,  Turner  having  on  a  former  day 
moved,  in  a  creditors'  suit,  for  certain  pre- 
limkiary  inquiries  to  be  directed  to  the 
Master,  under  the  5th  Order  of  the  9th  of 
May  1839(1),  a  question  arose,  whether 
there  ooidd  be  pvoperly  embodied  in  the 
order,  a  diveotion  that  the  creditors  not 
coming  in  before  the  Master  should  be  de- 
barred the  benefit  of  the  decree. 

The  Master  of  the  Roixs  now  stated  his 
opinion,  that  such  a  direction  might  be  made. 

(1)  Ord.  Can.  1S5;  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chaoc. 
J78. 


M.R.     \ 
urch  12./ 


March 


DAVI8  V.  BARRETT. 


Mortgagee '^  Consignee  —  Manager  and 
Receiver. 

A  defendant,  a  mortgagee,  in  the  absence 
of  ang  direct  mutboritg  to  be  found  in  the 
books,  was  appoint^  the  consignee, 
ger,  and  receiver  rf  the  mortgaged  etMes. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  this 
under  the  drcamstanoes,  and  after 
ation,  appointed  a  d^endant  the  consignee, 
manager,  and  recdvo:  of  certain  West  Indian 
estates,  in  mortgage  to  him,  without  requir- 
ing him  to  give  the  usual  security.  No 
direct  authority  could  be  ptoduead  in  fw^our 
of  the  application. 

Mr,  Burge,  in  support  of  the  applicatioii. 

Mr,  Kindersleg,  contra. 


CANNING  r.  BELL. 


M.R.     1 
March  18./ 

Petition— Costs, 

Where  a  petition  was  presented  to  the 
Court,  qf  vexatious  length,  the  Court  dsreded 
the  Master,  in  taxing  the  costs,  to  have  r^ 
gard  to  the  length  of  the  petiiion. 

A  long  petition,  extending  over  twenty- 
six  brief  sheets,  had  been  presented  to  the 
Court  by  a  solicitor,  praying  an  inquiry  be- 
fore the  Master  as  to  certain  costs,  charges, 
and  expenses  which  he  claimed  to  be  due  to 
him,  in  respect  of  business  done  by  him  in 
the  cause. 

Mr,  Turner  and  Mr,  Hardy,  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  petidon,  submitted,  thi^  the 
same  waa  vexatiously  long,  and  the  whole 
costs  arising  therefrom  ought  not  to  be 
allowed  the  petitioner. 

Mr.  Kindersleg,  in  support  of  the  petition. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered  die 
Master,  in  considering  the  petition,  to  allow 
only  so  much  costs  in  respect  thaneof  as, 
having  regard  to  the  case,  he  should  diink 
proper  to  give. 


Not$.^Th»  cats  of  Folev  v.  Hill,  raportAd  ant«,p,  182,  was  an  apoeal  htm  tbe  Vioa  CbsneMlur  ^f 
England,  and  not  from  tha  Vice  Chancelior  Knigbt  bruce,  as  stated  in  the  report. 

END  OF  HILARY  TERM,  1844. 


ORDER 


OF  THE  RIGHT  HONOURABLE  THE  MASTER  OF  THE  ROLLS, 

FOR  TVS 

EXAMINATION  OF  PERSONS  APPLYING  TO  BE  ADMITTED  AS  SOLICITORS. 

January  18,  1844. 


Whereas  by  'section  17  of  tlie  statute  6  &  7  Vict 
e.  73,  it  was  enacted,  ^That  it  shall  be  lawful  fbr 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  he  wob  thereby  anttao- 
rised  and  required,  before  he  should  admit  any 
person  to  be  a  solicitor,  to  examine  and  inquire,  by 
such  ways  and  means  as  he  shoulJ  think  proper, 
touching  the  fitness  and  capacity  of  such  person  to 
act  as  a  solicitor,  and  for  that  purpose  from  time  to 
time  to  appoint  suchpeiMim  as  examiners,  and  to 
make  such  orders  and  regulations  for  conducting 
such  examination  as  he  should  thiiJc  proper;  and 
if  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  should,  by  such  ^lamina- 
tion, or  by  the  certificate  of  such  bxaminers,  be 
satisfied  that  such  person  was  duly  qualified  to  be 
admitted  to  act  as  a  solicitor,  then,  and  not  other- 
wise, the  Master  of  the  Rolls  should,  and  he  was 
thereby  authorized  to  administer,  or  cause  to  be 
admimstered,  to  such  person  the  oath  thereinafter 
diKctad  to  be  taken  by  aoUottors,  in  addition  to  tiie 
oath  of  allegiance ;  and,  after  such  oaths  taken,  to 
eanse  him  to  be  admitted  a  solicitor  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  his  name  to  beinrolled  as  a  solicitor 
in  such  court:" 

And  whereas,  in  order  to  carry  the  said  statute 
into  efl&ct,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  admission  of  solv 
dtors  in  tiie  High  Court  of  Chancery  in  Englan4, 
it  is  expedient  that  provision  be  made  for  securing 
an  eflectual  examination  and  inquiry  touching  the 
fitness  and  capacity  of  persons  applying  to  act  as 
solicitors  in  such  court : 

It  is  Ordered,  by  the  Right  Hon.  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  that  no  person  who  shall  not  have 
previonsly  been  admitted  an  attorney  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer, 
or  one  of  them,  shall  hereafter  be  admitted  to  take 
the  oath  by  the  said  statute  appointed  to  be  taken  by 
persons  applying  to  act  as  solicitors  in  Her  Ma- 
jesty's High  Court  of  Chancery  in  England,  except 
upon  production  of  a  certificate  in  writing  to  the 
pnrport  or  effect  hereinafter  mentioned. 

And  it  is  further  Ordered,  that  every  person  who 
has  not  previously  been  admitted  an  attorney  as 
aforesaid  shall,  before  he  be  admitted  to  take  the 
oath  requifod  to  be  taken  by  persons  applying  to  be 
admitted  as  solicitors  as  aforesaid,  undergo  an  ex- 
amination touching  his  fitness  snd  capacity  to  act 
as  a  solicitor  of  the  said  Court  of  Chancery ;  and 
that  twelve  solicitors  of  the  same  Court,  to  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  each  year, 
shall  be  examiners,  for  the  purpose  of  examining 
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and  inquiring  touching  the  fitness  and  capacity  of 
every  such  applicant  for  admission  as  a  solicitor ; 
and  that  any  five  of  the  said  examiners  shall  be 
competent  to  conduct  the  examination  of  such  ap- 
plicant ;  and  that  if  the  said  examiners,  or  the  nwgpr 
part  of  them,  shall  be  satisfied  of  the  fitness  and 
capacity  of  the  applicant  to  act  as  a  solicitor,, then 
the  said  examiners,  or  the  migor  part  of  the  'said 
examiners,  shall  give  him  a  certifioate  tinder  their 
hands,  testifying  such  fitness  and  eapacityv;  aUl 
such  certificate  shall  be  in  force  until  tlw  end  of  the 
term  next  but  one  following  the  date  thereof,  and 
no  longer,  unless  the  time  shall  be  specially  ex- 
tended by  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

And  it  is  further  Ordered,  that  the  examiners  so 
to  be  appointed,  shall  conduct  the  said  examination 
under  the  regulations  to  be  first  submitted  to  and 
approved  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

And  it  is  further  Ordered,  timt  in  caseany  person 
shall  be  dissatisfied  with  the  refusal  of  the  said 
examiners  to  grant  sucli  certifioite,  he  shall  be  at 
liberty  to  apply  for  admission  by  petition  iii  writing 
to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  upon  which  no  fee  shall 
be  received,  and  which  petition  sha^  be  heard  by 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  at  such  time  as  he  shall 
appoint,  and  the  Master  of  the  RoUs  shall,  upon 
hearing  thereof,  make  such  order  as  to  him  shall 
seem  meet 

And  it  is  further  Ordered,  that  such  examination 
as  aforesaid  shall  be  held  in  the  hall  or  building  of 
the  Incorporated  Law  Society  of  the  United  King- 
dom in  Chancery-lane,  on  such  day  or  days  as  the 
said  examiners  shall  appoint ;  and  that  any  person 
not  previously  admitted  an  attorney  of  the  Courts  of 
law  aforesaid,  or  one  of  them,  and  desirous  of 
being  admitted  a  solicitor  of  the  said  Court  of 
Chancery,  shall,  six  days  at  least  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  term  next  preceding  the  term  in 
or  as  of  which  he  shall  propose  to  1^  admittsd  a 
solicitor,  as  aforesaid,  cause  to  be  delivered  at  the 
Secretary's  Office  in  the  Rolls- yard,  and  at  the  Hall 
of  thesaidlncorporated  Law  Society,  a  notice  in  writ- 
ing signed  by  himself,  containing  a  statement  of  his 
then  place  of  abode,  and  the  name  or  names  and 
place  or  places  of  abode  of  the  person  or  persons 
with  whom  he  has  served  as  an  articled  clerk  during 
the  continuance  of  his  articles  of  deikahip,  and 
containing,  in  addition  thereto,  a  statement  of  his 
place  or  places  of  abode  and  service  for  the  last 
preceding  twelve  months ;  and  the  Under-Secretary 
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of  the  Maater  of  the  Rolls  shall  reduce  all  such 
notices  into  an  alphabetical  list  under  convenient 
heads,  and  shall,  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  the 
said  preceding  term,  affix  such  list  on  some  con- 
spicuous place  within,  and  on  the  outside  of,  the 
Secretary's  Office  in  the  Rolls-yard,  the  Public 
Office,  the  Registrar's  Office,  and  the  Office  of  the 
Clerks  of  Records  and  Writs ;  and  the  said  Under- 
Secretary  shall  also,  at  the  time  aforesaid,  furnish 
the  Secretary  of  the  Incorporated  Law  Society  of 
the  United  Kingdoin  with  a  copy  or  copies  of  the 
said  list 

And  whereas,  by  section  25  of  the  said  statute,  it 
was  enacted,  "  That  if  any  solicitor  shall  neglect  to 
procure  an  annual  stamped  certificate  authorizing 
him  to  practise  as  such  within  the  time  by  law  ap- 
pointed for  that  purpose,  then  and  in  such  case  the 
r^strar  of  attorneys  and  solicitors  shall  not  after- 
wards grant  a  certificate  to  such  solicitor  without 
the  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  to  issue  such 
certificate :"  > 

And  whereas  it  is  expedient,  that,  upon  the  ap- 
plication of  a  solicitor  so  having  neglected  to  pro- 
cure an  annual  stamped  certificate,  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  should  have  means  of  inquiring  as  to  the 


circumstances  under  which  he  disfontinued  to 
practise,  and  as  to  his  conduct  and  employment 
durine  the  time  of  such  discontinnance : 

It  IS  therefore  further  Ordered,  that  the  petition 
for  such  order,  and  the  affidavit  in  support  thereof, 
shall  contain,  in  addition  to  the  particulars  now 
required,  a  statement  of  the  pUee  or  places  of  abode, 
and  of  the  occupation  of  the  party  applying  during 
the  last  preceding  year,  and  shall  be  left  six  days 
at  least  previous  to  the  first  day  of  term ;  and  that 
the  party  applying  shall  at  the  same  time  enter  or 
cause  to  be  entered  in  a  book  to  be  kept  for  tiiat 
purpose  by  the  Under-Secretary  of  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  his  name  and  place  or  places  of  abode 
for  the  last  preceding  twelve  months. 

And  it  is  Ordered,  that  the  order  for  the  grant- 
ing the  certificate  to  any  person  so  applying  shall 
not  be  drawn  up  till  the  day  after  the  term  previous 
to  which  such  petition  and  affidavit  shall  have  been 
left  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
unless  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  shall  otherwise 
order. 

And  it  is  Ordered,  that  the  foregoing  Orders  be 
entered  with  t}ie  registrar  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery. 

I^ANGDALE.  M.R. 


REGULATIONS 


Approved  by  the  Right  Honourable  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  on  the  I5th  Day  ofJamuary 
1 84 4, /or  the  Examination  of  Persons  applying  to  be  admitted  as  Solicitors  of  the  High 
Court  of  Chancery,  pursuant  to  the  Order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  made  onthe\9th 
Day  of  January  1844. 


Wherbas  bv  an  Order  of  the  Right  Hon.  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  made  on  the  18th  day  of  Janu- 
ary 1844,  it  was  ordered,  that  no  ^rson  who  should 
not  have  been  previously  admitted  an  attorney 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas, 
and  Exchequer,  or  one  of  them,  should  thereafter  be 
admitted  to  take  the  oath  by  the  statute  of  the  6  &  7 
Vict  c.  73.  appointed  to  be  taken  by  persons  applying 
to  act  as  solicitors  in  Her  Migesty's  High  Court  of 
Chancery  in  England,  except  upon  production  of 
a  certificate  in  writing  to  the  purport  or  efiect  there- 
inafter mentioned;  and  it  was  further  ordered,  that 
every  person  who  had  not  previously  been  admitted 
an  attorney  as  aforesaid  should,  before  he  be  ad- 
mitted to  take  the  oath  required  to  be  taken  by 
persons  applying  to  be  admitted  aa  solicitors  afore- 
said, undergo  an  examination  touching  his  fitnesa 
and  capacity  to  act  as  a  solicitor  of  the  said  Couit 
of  Chancery ;  and  that  twelve  solicitors  of  the  same 
court,  to  be  appointed  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in 
each  TMr,  should  be  examiners,  for  the  purpose  of 
examining  and  inquiring,  touching  the  fitness  and 
capacity  of  every  such  applicant  for  admission  as  a 
solicitor ;  and  lliat  any  five  of  the  said  examiners 


should  be  competent  to  conduct  the  examination  of 
such  applicant ;  and  that  if  the  said  examineis,  or 
the  migor  part  of  the  said  examiners,  should  be 
satisfied  of  the  fitness  and  capacity  of  the  applicant 
to  act  as  a  solicitor,  then  the  said  examiners,  or  the 
major  part  of  them,  should  give  him  a  oeitifieste 
under  their  hands  testifying  such  his  fitness  sod 
capacity,  and  such  certificate  should  be  in  lores 
until  the  end  of  the  term  next  but  one  following  tks 
date  thereof  and  no  longer,  unless  the  time  should 
be  specially  extended  by  order  of  the  Master  of 
ihe  Rolls;  and  it  was  further  ordered,  that  the 
examiners  so  to  be  appointed  ahould  conduct  the 
said  examination  und^  regulations  to  be  first  subp 
mitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls: 

Now,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  Order,  the  foUo«« 
ing  regulations  touching  the  examination  thereby 
required  have  been  submitted  to  and  approved  by 
the  Right  Honourable  the  Mastor  of  the  Rolls: — 

I.  That  eveiT  person  applying  to  be  ■<?'p»***^  a 
solicitor  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  pursaant  to 
t^e  said  Orders^  shall  within  the  first  seven  dsys 
of  the  term  in  or  «^  of  which  he  is  desirous  of  being 
admitted,  leave  or  cause  to  be  left  with  the  SecreCsry 
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of  the  Inoorporated  Law  Society,  at  the  hall  of  the 
said  society  in  Chancery  Lane,  for  the  inspection 
and  consideration  of  the  examiners,  his  articles  of 
clerkship  duly  stamped,  and  also  any  assignment 
which  may  hate  heen  made  thereof,  together  with 
answers  in  writing  to  the  sereral  questions  hereunto 
annexed,  signed  hy  the  applicant 

II.  That  in  case  the  applicant  shall  shew  suffi- 
cient cause  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  examiners,  or 
the  major  part  of  them,  why  the  first  regulation 
cannot  he  fully  complied  with,  it  shall  be  in  the 
power  of  the  said  examinert,  or  the  mi^or  part  of 
them,  to  dispense  with  any  part  of  the  first  regula- 
tion that  they  may  think  fit  and  reasonable. 

III.  That  erery  person  applying  for  admission 
ahall  alflo,  if  required,  sign,  and  leave  or  cause  to 
he  left,  with  the  secretary  of  the  said  society  for  the 
inspection  and  consideration  of  the  examiners, 
answers  in  writing  to  such  other  written  or  printed 
questions  as  shall  be  proposed  by  the  said  examiners, 
teaduiig  his  said  service  and  conduct  And  more- 
over, that  every  person  applying  for  admission  shall, 
if  required,  ]^rocure  the  attorney  or  attomies,  soli- 
citor or  solicitors,  with  whom  he  shall  have  served 
his  clerkship  as  aforesaid,  to  answer,  either  per- 
sonally or  in  writing,  to  the  questions  hereunto 
annexed,  and  also  to  any  other  questions  touching 
the  service  or  conduct  of  the  applicant,  unless  it 
shall  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  examiners, 
or  the  migor  part  of  them,  that  he  is  unable  to  pro- 


cure the  said  attorney  or  attornies,  solicitor  or  soli- 
citors, to  attend  or  answer  any  such  questions  aa 
afbreeaid. 

rv.  That  every  person  so  applying  shall  alao 
attend  the  said  examiners  at  the  hall  or  building 
of  the  Incorporated  Law  Society  of  the  United 
Kingdom,  in  Chancery  Lane,  at  such  time  or  times 
as  dball  be  duly  appointed  for  that  purpose,  and 
shall  answer  such  questions  as  the  said  examiners 
shall  then  and  there  put  to  him  by  written  or  printed 
papers,  touching  as  well  the  matters  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  as  a&o  touching  hia  fitness  and  capacity 
to  act  as  a  solicitor. 

y.  That  upon  compliance  with  the  aforesaid 
regulations,  and  if  the  examiners  present  at  and 
conducting  the  said  examination,  or  the  major  part 
of  the  aaid  examiners,  shall  be  satisfied  as  to  the 
fitness  and  capacity  of  the  person  so  applying  to  act 
as  a  solicitor,  the  said  examiners,  or  U\e  migor  part 
of  them,  shall  sign  a  certificate  in  the  following 
fiirm: — 

**  We  do  hereby  certify  that  A.  B.  hath  been  exa- 
mined  by  ua,  the  undersigned  examinera,  aa  required 
by  the  order  and  regulationa  made  and  approved 
of  by  the  Right  Honourable  the  Maater  of  the  Rolla 
on  the  13th  day  of  January  1844.  And  we,  the 
undersigned  examiners,  do  teatify  that  the  said  A.  B. 
ia  fit  and  capable  to  act  aa  a  aoUcitor  of  the  High 
Court  of  Chancery." 

LANODALE,  M.R. 


aUESTIONS  AS  TO  DUE  SERVICE 
To  he  answered  by  the  Clerk. 


I. — ^What  was  your  age  on  the  day  of  the  date  of 
your  articles  ? 

II. — Have  you  served  the  whole  term  of  your 
articles  at  the  ofi&ce  where  the  attorney  or  attor- 
nies, solicitor  or  solicitors,  to  whom  you  were 
articled  or  assigned  carried  on  his  or  their  busi- 
ness ?     And  if  not,  state  the  reason. 

III. — Have  you  at  any  time  during  the  term  of 
your  articles  b^n  absent  without  the  permission  of 
the  attorney  or  attomies,  solicitor  or  solicitors,  to 
whom  you  were  articled  or  assigned  ?  And  if  so,  state 
the  la^i^  and  occasioDS  of  auch  absence. 


IV. — Have  you  during  the  period  of  your  articles 
been  engaged  or  concerned  in  any  profession,  busi- 
ness, or  employment  other  than  your  professional 
employment  aa  clerk  to  the  attorney  or  attomiea, 
aohcitor  or  aolidtors,  to  whom  you  were  articled  or 
assigned  ? 

V. — Have  you  since  the  expiration  of  your 
articles  been  engaged  or  concerned,  and  for  how 
long  time,  in  any  and  what  profession,  trade,  busi- 
ness, or  employment  other  than  the  profession  of 
an  attorney  or  solicitor? 


aUESTIONS  AS  TO  DUE  SERVICE 

To  he  answered  hy  the  AUemey  or  SoUciior^  Ayeni^  Barrister^  or  Special  Pleader  with 
whom  you  may  have  served  any  fart  of  your  time  under  your  Articles. 


I. — Haa  A.  B.  served  the  whole  term  of  hia 
articles  at  the  office  where  you  carry  on  your  bnai- 
nesa  ?  And  if  not,  state  the  reason. 

II. — Haa  the  said  A.  B.  at  any  time  during  the 


term  of  his  articles  been  absent  without  your  per- 
mission 1  And  if  so,  state  the  length  and  occasions 
of  such  absence. 

III. — Has  the  said  A.  B.  during  the  period  of 
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his  articles  been  engaged  or  concerned  in  any 
profesaion,  buainess,  or  emplojrment  other  than 
his  professional  employment  as  yonr  articled 
clerk? 

lY. — Has  the  said  A.  B.  during  the  whole  term 
of  his  clerkship,  with  the  exceptions  above  men- 
tioned, been  laithlully  and  diligently  empleyed  -in 


your  professional  business  of  an  attoney  or  soUci- 
tor? 

y. — Has  the  said  A.  B.  since  the  expiration  of 
his  articles  been  engaged  or  ooncemed,  and  for  how 
long  time,  in  any  and  what  profiession,  trade,  bnsi' 
ness,  or  employment  other  than  Uie  profeaaioa  of 
an  Atomey  or  solititor  ? 


ORDER  APPOINTING  EXAMINERS, 

Jarnmary  15,  1844. 


Whbrkas,  by  an  Order  made  by  the  Right  Hon. 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  on  the  13th  day  of  Jsnnary 
1844,  it  was  (amongst  other  things)  ordered,  that 
every  person  who  had  not  previously  been  admitted 
an  attorney  of  the  Courts  of  Queen's  Bench,  Com- 
men  Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  or  one  of  them,  should, 
before  he  be  admitted  to  tske  the  oath  required  by 
the  statute  6  &  7  Vict  c  78.  to  be  taken  by  persons 
applying  to  act  as  solicitors  of  the  High  Court  of 
Chancery,  underso  an  examination  touching  his 
fitness  and  capacity  to  act  as  a  solicitor  of  the  said 
Court  of  Chancery ;  and  that  twelve  solicitors  of 
the  same  Court,  to  be  appointed  by  the  Master  of 
the  Roils  in  each  year,  be  examiners,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  examining  and  inquiring  touching  the 
fitness  and  capacity  of  every  such  applicant  for 
admission  as  a  solicitor,  and  that  any  five  of  the 
said  examiners  should  be  competent  to  conduct  the 
examination  of  such  applicant : 

Now,  in  furtherance  of  the  said  Order,  the  Bight 
Hon.  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  is  hereby  pleased  to 


order  and  appoint  that  Michael  Clayton,  Robert 
Riddell  Bayley,  Thomas  Clarke,  George  Frere, 
Edward  Lawford,  William  Lowe^  Robert  Wheatiy 
Lumley,  Thomas  Metcalf,  Edward  Rowland  Pick- 
ering, John  Innes  Pocock,  John  Teesdale,  and 
Richard  White,  solicitors,  be  examiners  until  the 
81st  day  of  December  1844,  to  examine  every  per- 
son, (not  having  been  previously  admitted  an  attor- 
ney of  the  Courts  of  Queen's  Bench,  Common 
Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  or  one  of  them,)  who  shall 
apply  to  be  admitted  a  solicitor  of  the  said  Court 
of  Chancery,  touching  his  fitness  and  capacity  to 
act  as  a  solicitor  of  the  said  Court :  And  the  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls  doth  direct,  that  the  said  examiners 
shall  conduct  the  examination  of  every  such  appli- 
cant as  aforesaid,  in  the  manner  and  to  the  extent 
Jointed  out  by  the  said  Order  of  the  18th  day  of 
anuaiy  1844,  and  the  Regulations  to  be  approved 
by  His  Lordship  in  reference  thereto,  and  in  no 
other  manner  and  to  no  further  extent 


LANGDALE,  BI.R. 


ORDER  IN  CHANCERY. 

March  22,  1844. 


Thx  Right  Hon.  John  Singleton,  Lord  Lynd- 
hurst.  Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great  Britain,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  assistance  of  the  Risht 
Hon.  Hennr  Lord  Langdale,  Master  of  the  Rous, 
the  Right  Hon.  Sir  Lancelot  Shadwell,  Vice  Chan- 
cellor of  England,  the  Right  Hon.  the  Vice  Chan- 
cellor Sir  James  Lewis  Knisht  Bruce,  and  the 
Right  Hon.  the  Vice  Chancellor  Sir  James  Wi- 

Eam,  doth  hereby,  in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  Par- 
iment  passed  in  tibe  5th  and  6th  years  of  the  reign 
of  her  present  Migesty,  intituled  "  An  Act  for  Abol- 
ishing certain  Officea  in  the  High  Court  of  Chan- 
cery," and  in  pursuance  and  execution  of  all  other 
powers,  enabling  him  in  that  behalf,  order  and 
direct  in  manner  following;  that  is  to  say. 

First,  that  the  clerks  of  records  and  writs,  and 


their  derks,  shall,  in  lieu  and  instead  of  the  fee  of 
lOdL  per  folio  for  all  office  copies  of  documents 
(other  than  office  copies  of  documents  left  for  in- 
spection as  exhibits)  mentioned  in  the  second  sche- 
dule to  the  order  of  Court  of  the  26th  day  of  OctdKr 
1842,  receive  and  take,  for  all  such  office  copies, 
bespoke  after  the  2drd  day  of  March  inataat,  a  fee 
of  %tL  per  folio,  and  no  more. 

Secondly,  that  this  order  be  entered  with  the 
Registrar  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery. 

LYNDHURST,  C. 
LANGDALE,  M.R 
LANCELOT  SHADWELL,  V.C.E. 
J.  L.  KNIGHT  BRUCE,  V.C. 
JAMES  WIGRAM,  V.C.  ' 


CASES  ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 


IN  THE 


iS^outto  of  ^iantttyi. 


EASTER  TERM,  7  VICTORIiE. 


M.R. 
D«.8.?M8, 19,  V  ""'''«"  '•  ™*  ''^^ 

1844  ■  ^'  EGREMONT. 

April  17. 

Settlement — Portions — Ckarges^Exon" 
eration  of  Estates  by  Tenant  for  Life — Sta- 
tute  of  Limitations,  8  4*  4  WiU.  4.  c.  27— 
Presumption  against  Exoneration, 

By  a  settlement  made  in  1 750,  on  the  mar^ 
riage  of  A^  certain  estates  in  Yorkshire  were 
charged  with  2.5fi00L  for  the  portions  of 
A.*s  younger  children.  A,  by  his  wiU,  dated 
the  Slst  of  July  1761,  appointed  the  25fiOOL 
among  his  four  younger  children,  as  follows, 
viz. : — iO,OOOZ.  a-piece  to  B*  and  C,  and 
2,5001.  a-piece  to  Z).  and  E.  By  the  same 
will,  A,  devised  estates,  in  counties  S,  D,  and 
C,  to  his  eldest  son  George  for  life,  with  r«- 
mainders  over,  by  virtue  of  which  the  defen- 
dant became  entitled  to  those  estates,  and 
he  gave  to  B.  and  C,  10,000/.  a-piece,  and 
to  D.  and  E.  2,500/.  a-piece ;  and  calling 
those  sums  of  money  portions  in  augmentation 
of  the  portions  already  provided  for  the  same 
parties  by  the  testator* s  marriage  settlement, 
he  charged  his  estates  in  counties  S,  D,  and 
C,  which  he  had  devised  to  his  eldest  son, 
with  the  raising  of  the  same;   and,  after 


bequeathing  certain  legacies,  he  gave  the 
residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  his  eldest 
son.  At .  the  death  of  A,  his  eldest  son 
was  a  minor,  and  the  will  and  codicil  were 
proved  by  the  widow,  who  possessed  the  per* 
sonal  estate ;  but  after  the  eldest  son  George 
attained  twenty^one,  he  proved  the  will  and 
codicil,  and  became  the  sole  legal  personal 
representative  of  his  father.  The  portions 
provided  for  the  younger  children  by  the  will 
of  A,  were  paid  by  George  out  of  his  own 
monies,  and  on  the  occasion  of  each  payment 
certain  deeds  were  executed,  and  releases 
taken  from  the  sons  and  daughters  to  whom 
the  payments  respectively  were  made.  The 
last  payment  was  made  in  January  1781, 
from  which  time  no  mention  was  made  of  the 
portions  during  the  lifetime  of  George,  who 
died  on  the  llth  of  November  1837«  having 
appointed  the  plaintiffs  the  executors  of  his 
wUl: — Held,  that  George,  the  tenant  for 
Itfe,  having  paid  the  additional  portions  out 
of  his  own  money,  became  thereupon  entitled 
to  the  charge  for  his  own  benefit,  and  so  con- 
tinued during  the  whole  of  his  life,  and  thai 
the  plaintiffs,  his  personal  representatives^ 
were  entitled  to  have  that  sum  raised  by  sale 
or  mortgage. 

If  a  tenant  for  life  pays  off  a  charge  on 
ihe  inheritance,  he  is  priin4  facie  entiUed  to 
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that  charge  for  his  own  benefit,  and  in  the 
absence  €f  evidence  of  intention  to  exonerate 
the  estate,  the  presumption  is,  that  the  tenant 
for  life  pays  the  charge  for  his  own  benefit, 
and  not  for  the  benefit  of  persons  entiUed  in 
renuUndsr, 

The  statute 3^4  Wm.  4.  c.  27.  is  not ap^ 
plicable  to  a  case  where  there  is  no  assignable 
person  liable  to  pay  the  charge,  and  where 
the  rent,  out  of  which  the  interest  of  the 
charge  ought  to  be  paid,  is  receivable  by,  and 
belongs  to  the  same  person  who  is  entUled  to 
the  interest. 

The  facts  of  the  case,  and  arguments  of 
counsel,  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  judg- 
ment. 

Mr,  Pemberton  Leigh,  Mr,  W,  Lee,  and 
Mr,  Piggott,  for  the  plaintiffs,  and 

Mr,  Kindersley,  Mr,  O,  Turner,  and 
Mr.  Lloyd,  for  the  defendant,  cited  the  fol* 
lowing  authorities : — 

WiUiams  v.  the  Bishop  of  Llandaff,  1 

Cox,  2.54. 
Reade  v.  Litchfield,  3  Yes.  477. 
Jones  y.  Bruce,  11  Sim.  221. 
Jones  V,  Morgan,  1  Bro.  C.C.  206. 
Earl  of  Buckinghamshire  ▼•  Hobart,  8 

Swanst.  186. 
Counteu  Dowager  of  Shrewsbury  v. 

Earl  of  Shrewsbury,  3  Bro.  C.C. 

120. 
Drinkwaterv,  Combe,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  841 ; 

8.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  178. 
Trevor  v.  Trevor,  2  Myl.  &  K.  675. 
Kirke  v.  Kirke,  4  Russ.  435 ;  s.  c.  6 

Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  143. 
BooOe  V.  Blundell,  19  Yes.  404. 
Shipperdson  v.  Tower,  1  You.  &  Col. 

N.C.  441. 
Duke  of  Chandos  ▼.  Talbot,  2  P.  Wms. 

604. 
Forbes  v.  MoffaU,  18  Yes.  884. 
Amesbury  v.  Brown,  1  Yes.  sen.  477. 
Lord  Clarendon  y.  Barham,  1  You.  8c 

Col.  N.C.  688. 
Raffety  y.  Kif^,  1  Keen,  601 ;  s.  c.  6 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  87. 
Corbet  y.  Barker,  1  Anstr.  188,  and  8 

Anstr.  755. 
Brocklehurst  y.  Jessop,  7  Sim.  488. 
Ashley  y.  Ashley,  6  Sim.  358 ;   s.  c.  3 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  61. 


Brooksbank  y.  Smith,  2  You.  &  Col.  58 ; 
s.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Ex.  £q.  34. 
Denys  y.  Shuckburgh,  4  You.  &  Col.  43. 
Crowder  y.  Clowes,  2  Yes.  jun.  440. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. — In  this  case 
the  bill  is  filed  by  the  legal  personal  represen- 
tatiyes  of  the  late  Geoige  Earl  of  Egremont, 
against  the  present  Earl,  and  it  prays  that 
an  account  may  be  taken  of  the  principal 
money  and  interest  all^;ed  to  be  due  to  the 
plainti£Bi,  in  respect  of  a  sum  of  25,0001., 
diarged  on  certain  estates  in  the  counties  of 
Somerset,  Dorset,  and  Cornwall,  giyen  by 
the  will  of  Charles  Earl  of  Egremont,  the 
&ther  of  the  late  Earl  George,  and  the 
grandfather  of  the  defendant,  and  that  that 
sum,  or  what  shall  be  found  due,  may  be 
raised  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  a  sufficient  part 
of  the  estates,  and  paid  to  the  plaintiflb. 

By  a  settlement,  dated  the  26th  day  of 
February  in  the  year  1750,  and  made  on 
the  marriage  of  .Earl  Charles,  certain  estates, 
in  the  county  of  York,  were  yested  in 
trustees  for  a  term  of  600  years,  in  trust 
for  raising  by  mortgage  or  sale  25,000/., 
for  the  portions  of  his  younger  children.  In 
the  month  of  July  1761,  there  were  fiye 
children  of  the  marriage,  Geoige  the  eldest 
son,  and  four  younger  children,  Percy 
Charies,  Charles  WiUiraa,  and  Ladies  Eliza- 
beth and  Frances,  who  were  together  entitled 
to  the  25,0001,,  provided  for  their  portions 
by  the  settlement ;  and  Earl  Charles,  by 
his  will,  dated  the  31st  of  July  1761,  ap- 
pointed the  25,0002.  as  follows,  namdy : — 
10,0002.  to  Lady  Elizabeth,  10,0002.  to 
Lady  Fnmces,  2,5002.  to  Percy  Charies, 
and  2,5002.  to  Charles  William.  By  the 
same  will  he  deyised  estates  in  Somerset, 
Dorset,  and  Cornwall,  to  his  eldest  son,  the 
late  Earl  George,  for  life,  with  remainders 
oyer,  by  yirtue  of  which  the  defendant  be- 
came entitled  to  those  estates,  and  be  gave 
to  his  daughters  Elisabeth  and  Frances 
10,0002.  a-piece,  to  his  sons  Percy  Charies 
and  Charles  William  2,5002.  a-piece,  and 
calling  these  sums  of  money,  portions,  be 
subjected  and  charged  his  estates  in  Somer- 
set, Dorset,  and  Cornwall,  which  be  had 
deyised  to  his  eldest  son,  with  the  raising 
and  paying  the  same ;  and  after  bequeathing 
certain  legacies,  he  gaye  the  residue  of  his 
personal  estate  to  his  eldest  son.  He  ap- 
pointed his  wife  and  brother  guardians  of 
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hit  children,  and  appointed  his  wife  b6^ 
exeeutrix  until  his  eldest  son  should  attain 
twenty-one  years  of  age;  and  after  that 
time  he  appointed  his  eldest  son  George 
sole  executor.  After  the  date  of  the  will,  the 
testator  had  a  fourth  son  horn,  William  Frede- 
rick, the  father  of  the  defendant,  and  by  a 
codicil  dated  the  22nd  of  June  1 763,  he  made 
provision  for  that  son,  but  the  directions  as 
to  those  portions,  which  by  his  will  he  had 
given  to  his  yourger  children,  were  not 
sltered* 

After  the  death  of  Earl  Charles,  his  eldest 
son  being  still  a  minor,  the  will  and 
codicil  were  proved  by  the  widow,  who  pos- 
sessed the  personal  estate ;  but  after  Earl 
George  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
he  proved  the  will  and  codicil,  and  became 
the  sole  legal  personal  representative  of  his 
Sstther  Earl  Charles.  The  portions  pro- 
vided fox  his  younger  children,  by  the  wUl 
of  Earl  Charles,  were  paid  by  Earl  Geoige 
out  of  his  own  money ;  and  on  the  occasion 
of  each  payment,  certain  deeds  were  exe- 
cuted, and  rdeases  were  taken  from  the 
sons  and  daughters,  to  whom  the  payments 
respectively  were  made ;  the  last  payment 
was  made  in  the  month  of  January  1781, 
from  which  time  it  does  not  appear  that  any 
mention  was  made  of  the  portions  during 
the  life  of  Earl  George,  who  died  on  the 
11th  of  November  1837,  having  made  a 
will,  of  which  the  plaintiffs  are  executors. 

The  plaintiffs  now  contend,  that,  by  the 
will  of  Earl  Charles,  the  additional  portions 
thereby  given  were  exclusively  or  primarily 
charged  on  the  estates  in  Somerset,  Dorset, 
and  Cornwall,  which  were  devised  to  Earl 
George  for  his  life,  and  £^1  George,  the 
tenant  for  life,  having  paid  the  cha^  out 
of  his  own  money,  beotme  thereupon  en- 
titled to  the  charge  for  his  own  benefit,  and 
BO  continued  during  the  whole  of  his  life ; 
and  that  the  plaint^s,  as  his  legal  personal 
r^wesentatives,  are  now  entitled  to  have 
that  sum  raised.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is 
contended,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant, 
first,  that,  according  to  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  will  of  Earl  Charles,  the  estates 
in  Somerset,  Dorset,  and  Cornwall  were 
only  chai^d  in  aid  of  the  personal  estate 
of  Earl  Charles,  and  not  exclusively  or 
primarily  with  the  payment  of  the  additional 
portions.     Secondly,  that  Earl  Greorge,  by 


his  payment  of  the  portions,  and  his  exe- 
cution of  the  several  deeds  which  were 
executed  on  the  occasions  of  such  paymente, 
declared  his  will  and  intention  to  be  to 
exonerate  the  estates  charged  from  the  pay- 
mente thtfeof ;  and  that  die  estetes  ought 
to  be  deemed  to  be  exonerated  from  the 
payment,  even  if  the  charge  was,  upon  the 
construction  of  the  will,  an  exclusive  or 
-pnmary  charge  on  the  devised  estetes ;  and 
that  if  Earl  George  did  no  act  to  exonerate  the 
devised  estetes,  yet,  as  his  right  to  the  charge 
accrued  in  the  year  1781,  he  ceased,  upon 
the  expiration  of  twenty  years,  without 
payment  of  interest,  or  any  acknowledg- 
ment, to  be  entitled  to  sue  for  the  charge  ; 
and  that  the  same  cannot  now  be  recovered. 
Some  question  was  also  made  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  will  of  Earl  Geoige ;  but  it  does  not 
appear  to  me  that  that  will  contains  any- 
thing which  affecto  the  right  or  interest  of 
either  party. 

The  first  question  is,  whether,  according 
to  the  true  construction  of  the  will  of  Ead 
Charles,  the  ad^tional  portions,  amounting 
to  25»0002.,  ought  to  be  considmd  as  gene-^ 
ral  pecuniary  legacies,  payable  primarily 
out  of  the  testator's  personal  estete;  or 
whether  they  are  to  be  considered  as  por- 
tions exclusively  or  primarily  charged  upon 
and  payable  out  of  the  estetes  in  Somerset, 
Dorset,  and  Cornwall  devised  to  Earl 
George  for  his  life.  The  words,  by  which 
these  additional  sums  are  giv^i  and  be- 
queathed, if  taken  by  themselves,  constitute 
distinct  gifts,  which  would  be  primarily 
payable  out  of  the  personal  estete.  The 
defendant  relies  mainly  on  this,  and  upon 
there  being  no  term  or  estete  created  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  the  additional  portions ; 
but  it  is  necessary  to  examine  the  whole 
scope  and  contente  of  the  will  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  the  effect  of  it.  The 
testetor  begins  his  will  by  reciting  and  con-* 
finning  the  settlement  of  his  estetes  in 
York,  Cumberland,  and  Sussex,  made  on 
his  marriage,  and  he  appointe  25,000i« 
thereby  raiseable  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the 
York  estetes,  for  the  portions  of  his  younger 
children,  directing  the  whole  sum  to  be 
raised  and  paid,  as  to  10,000^,  part  thereof, 
to  his  daughter  Elizabeth  for  part  of  her 
portion;  as  to  10,000/.  other  part  thereof, 
to  his  daughter  Frances,  for  part  of  her 
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portion ;  as  to  2,500/.,  other  part  thereof,  to 
hia  son  Percy  Charles,  as  part  of  his  portion ; 
and  as  to  the  sum  of  2,500/.  residue  there- 
of to  his  son  Charles  William,  as  part  of 
his  portion ;  and  after  giving  directions  as 
to  the  payment  of  interest  at  the  time  of 
payment,  he  provided  that  if  any  younger 
chQd  should  die  without  issue  before  the 
time  of  payment,  his  or  her  portion  should 
sink  into  the  inheritance  charged  therewith, 
and  not  he  raised  or  paid. 

The  testator,  after  devising  to  his  eldest 
son  certain  purchased  estates  in  York  and 
Essex,  proceeds  to  devise  the  estate  out  of 
which  the  plaintif&  seek  to  raise  the  sum 
now  in  question ;  and  he  devises  the  estates 
in  Somerset,  Dorset,  and  Cornwall,  subject 
in  the  first  place  to  the  raising  and  paying 
the  interest  and  sums  of  money  then  affect- 
ing the  same,  or  thereafter  charged  thereon  by 
that  his  will,  or  any  codicil  he  should  there- 
after think  fit  to  add  thereto,  unto  his  eldest 
son  and  his  assigns  for  and  during  the  term 
of  his  life;  and  then  follow  the  various 
remainders  over.  It  is  material  that  no 
devise  is  made  otherwise  than  subject  to  the 
charges  to  be  made  thereon  by  the  will. 
After  completing  the  limitations  of  his 
estates  in  Somerset,  Dorset,  and  Cornwall, 
he  gave  as  follows :  **  I  give  and  bequeath 
to  my  daughters  Elizabeth  and  Frances, 
the  sum  of  10,000/.  a-piece,  to  my  sons 
Percy  Charles,  and  Charles  William  2,500/. 
a-piece;"  and  no  doubt,  if  the  gifts  had 
ended  there,  they  would  have  been  general 
legacies,  payable  out  of  the  personal  estate ; 
but  in  the  same  sentence,  and  speaking 
of  the  sums  so  given,  he  proceeds  to  de- 
scribe them  as  portions,  thus,  "  which  several 
portions  I  will  shall  be  in  augmentation  of, 
and  as  an  addition  to  the  portion  already 
provided  for  them,  by  my  said  marriage 
settlement,  and  hereinbefore  appointed  to 
be  paid  to  them,  as  aforesaid;"  and  by  the 
settlement  those  portions  were  to  be  raised 
by  sale  or  mortgage  out  of  the  York  estates ; 
by  his  will  the  testator  directed  the  sums 
to  be  paid,  with  interest,  to  the  sons  when 
twenty-one,  and  the  daughters  on  attaining 
that  age,  or  marriage;  and  that  if  any 
younger  son  should  become  an  elder  son,  or 
any  younger  son  or  daughter  should  die 
without  issue  before  the  day  of  payment, 
the  portion  should  sink  into  the  inheritance ; 


and  as  to  these  sums  of  money,  whidi  he 
called  portions,  in  augmentation  of,  and  in 
addition  to  the  others,  the  testator  dii^ts 
that  they  shall  be  raised  and  paid  to  hia  said 
sons  and  daughters,  respectively,  at  such 
times,  and  under  such  conditions,  and  sub- 
ject to  such  contingencies,  and  with  such 
interests  as  he  had  before  directed  and 
appointed  their  original  portions,  by  that 
his  will ;  "  and,*^  continues  the  testator,  '*  I 
do  hereby  subject  and  charge  my  manors  and 
hereditaments  in  the  several  counties  of 
Somerset,  Dorset,  and  Cornwall,  hereinbe- 
fore b^  me  devised  to  my  eldest  son,  with 
the  raising  and  paying  the  said  portions 
and  sums  of  money  to  my  said  sons  and 
daughters,  respectively,  and  at  the  time 
and  in  manner  aforesaid."  Considering  the 
distinct  and  appropriate  use  which  the  tes- 
tator makes  of  the  word  **  portions  " — that 
the  devise  of  the  Somerset  estates  is  expressly 
made  subject  to  the  charges  afterwards 
made  thereon — that  the  gilt  of  the  subse- 
quent sums  to  the  daughters  and  younger 
sons  are  expressly  stated  to  be  in  augmen- 
tation of  the  portions,  and  are  made  pay- 
able at  the  same  time,  and  subject  to  the 
same  contingencies,  and  that  then  immedi- 
i^tely  the  Somerset  estates  are  charged  with 
the  raising  and  paying  the  sums  at  the 
time  and  in  manner  aforesaid,  it  appears  to 
me  that  these  several  provisions  are  con- 
sistent only  with  the  intention  that  these 
additional  portions  should  be  raised  out  of 
the  estates  devised  to  the  eldest  son ;  and  I 
think  the  words,  in  which  those  sums  of 
money  which  constitute  the  subject  of  the 
charge  are  given,  ore  not  sufildent  to  make 
them  a  charge*  exclusively  or  primarily  on 
the  personal  estate,  unless  the  will  should 
be  found  to  corroborate  that  conclusion; 
but  the  other  provisions  of  the  will,  instead 
of  having  that  effect,  appear  to  me  to  have 
a  contrary  tendency.  After  the  gifts  of  two 
mansion-houses,  and  of  an  annuity  of  300/. 
and  certain  personal  estate,  as^eir-Iooms, 
the  testator  gives  certain  pecuniary  legacies, 
which  he  directs  to  be  exclusively  paid  out 
of  certain  parts  of  his  personal  estate ;  and  he 
gives  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  sub- 
ject to  his  debts  and  funeral  expenses  and 
legacies  aforesaid,  to  his  eldest  son  ;  and  he 
adds  a  proviso,  that,  if  his  personal  estate 
should  not  extend  to  pay  such  of  his  debts  as 
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Bhonld  not  be  charged  on  his  real  estate, 
and  his  funeral  expenses  and  legacies,  he 
charged  the  estates  in  Somerset,  Dorset, 
and  Cornwall,  in  aid  and  to  make  good  any 
deficiency  that  might  happen  in  his  said 
personal  estate.  I  do  not  think  that  these 
legacies,  here  referred  to,  comprise  the  addi- 
tional portions  before  charged  on  the  estates 
in  Somerset,  Dorset,  and  Cornwall;  and 
we  immediately  afterwards  find  the  testator 
mentioning  the  legacies  and  portions  dis- 
tinctly, for  he  proceeds  thus,  and  for  that 
end  and  purpose,  namely,  the  purpose  of 
making  good  the  deficiency  which  he  was 
proriding  for,  he  empowers  the  trustees  to 
raise  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  estate,  and 
pay,  not  only  the  sums  of  money  and  por- 
tions thereinbefore  by  him  charged  and 
secured  on  the  said  premises,  for  any 
younger  children,  and  such  deficiency  as 
should  happen  in  his  personal  estate  to  pay 
his  debts  and  legacies,  but  also  such  sums 
of  money  as  should  be  necessary  for  the 
other  purposes  stated  in  his  will :  and  taking 
the  whole  of  this  will  into  consideration,  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  the  effect  of  it  is  to  make 
the  additional  portions  given  to  the  younger 
children  a  primary,  if  not  an  exclusive 
chaige  on  the  estates  in  Somerset,  Dorset, 
and  Cornwall  devised  to  the  eldest  son  for 
life. 

We  have  next  to  consider  the  effect  of  the 
several  acts  done  by  Earl  George,  with  re- 
ference to  the  payment  of  the  several  portions 
to  his  brothers  and  sisters.  If  a  tenant  for 
life  pays  off  a  charge  on  the  inheritance,  he 
is  primd  facie  entitled  to  that  charge  for  his 
own  benefit,  but  he  may,  if  he  should  think 
proper,  exonerate  the  estate.  In  the  absence 
of  evidence,  the  presumption  is,  that  he  pays 
the  charge  for  his  own  benefit,  and  not  for 
the  benefit  of  the  persons  entitled  in  remain- 
der. But  evidence  may  shew  the  contrary 
conclusion  to  be  true.  The  Lady  Elizabeth 
Alicia  Maria  had  married  Mr.  Henry  Her- 
bert in  the  year  1771,  and  upon  that  occa- 
sion two  instnunents  were  executed,  and  an 
account  stated,  and  by  one  of  the  instruments 
it  was  recited,  that  the  Lady  Elizabeth  was, 
by  virtue  of  the  settlement  executed  before 
the  marriage  of  the  late  Earl  Charles,  and  by 
his  will,  entitled  to  two  sums  of  10,000/.  each, 
amounting  together  to  20,0001^.  for  her  por- 
tion, and  that  the  two  sums  of  10,000/.  and 
10,000/.  were  charged  upon  and  to  be  paid 
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out  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  Earl 
Charles ;  and  by  the  other  of  the  instruments, 
it  was  further  recited,  that  upon  the  treaty 
for  the  intended  marriage  it  had  been  pro- 
posed and  agreed,  that  the  several  principal 
sums  of  10,000/.  and  10,000/.  the  original 
and  additional  portions  so  charged  upon  and 
payable  out  of  the  real  and  persona!  estate 
of  Earl  Charles,  should  be  assigned  as  therein 
mentioned,  and  by  the  account  then  stated, 
it  appeared,  that  the  interest  of  one  sum  of 
10,000/.  was  paid  by  the  guardians  of  Earl 
George,  and  that  the  interest  of  the  other 
sum  of  10,000/.  was  paid  by  the  Countess, 
the  executrix  of  the  late  Earl  Charles. 

Earl  George  attained  his  age  of  twenty- 
one  years  on  the  18th  of  December  1772 ; 
on  the  1 1th  of  May  1773  he  paid  the  sum  of 
20,000/.  pursuant  to  the  arrangement  made 
on  the  marriage  of  his  sister,  the  Lady  Eliza- 
beth, to  Mr.  Herbert,  and  upon  that  occasion, 
a  deed  was  executed  by  and  between  Mr. 
Herbert  and  the  Lady  Elizabeth  of  the  first 
part,  Henry  Earl  of  Pembroke  and  Mont- 
gomery, Charles  Earlof  Ashbumham,  Percy 
Wyndham  O'Brien  Earl  of  Thomond,  and 
Charles  Herbert,  Esq.  of  the  second  part, 
Alicia  Mtiria  Countess  Dowager  of  Egre- 
mont,  and  Heneage  Earl  of  Aylesford,  of 
the  third  part,  and  George  Earl  of  Egre- 
mont,  therein  described  as  the  eldest  son  and 
heir  and  executor  of  the  will  of  his  father. 
Earl  Charles,  and  also  residuary  legatee  in 
the  same  will  named,  of  the  fourth  part.  And 
thereby,  after  reciting,  among  other  things, 
that  Earl  George  had  attained  his  age  of 
twenty-one,  and  thereupon  became  entitled 
in  possession  to,  and  soon  after  entered  upon 
the  real  estate  limited  and  devised  to  him 
by  the  settlement  and  will  of  Earl  Charles, 
and  upon  which  or  upon  part  of  which  the 
principal  sum  of  10,000/.,  the  original  por- 
tion of  the  Lady  Elizabeth,  stood  charged, 
and  that  the  said  Earl  of  Egremontalso,upon 
attaining  his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  be- 
came entitled  to  the  residuary  personal  estate 
of  his  father,  which  had  been  accounted  for, 
and  satisfied  to  him  by  his  guardians,  and 
that  having  entered  upon  his  real  estate  and 
possessed  himself  of  his  father's  residuary 
personal  estate,  he  was  become  desirous  to  pay 
off  and  discharge  the  several  sums  of  1 0,000/. 
andjl  0,000/. ,  being  the  amount  of  the  original 
and  additional  portions  of  his  sister  Lady 
Elizabeth,  it  was  witnessed,  that  under  the 
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portion ;  as  to  2,500L,  other  part  thereof,  to 
his  son  Percy  Charles,  as  part  of  his  portion ; 
and  as  to  the  sum  of  2,5002.  residue  there- 
of, to  his  son  Charles  William,  as  part  of 
his  portion ;  and  after  giving  directions  as 
to  the  payment  of  interest  at  the  time  of 
payment,  he  provided  that  if  any  younger 
chUd  should  die  without  issue  before  the 
time  of  payment,  his  or  her  portion  should 
sink  into  ^e  inheritance  charged  therewith, 
and  not  be  raised  or  paid. 

The  testator,  after  devising  to  his  eldest 
son  certain  purchased  estates  in  York  and 
Essex,  proceeds  to  devise  the  estate  out  ^'^ .'Mf%% 
which  the  plaintif&  seek  to  raise  the  vaxr^M^^^^ 
now  in  question;  and  he  devises  the  ^stf^/ i^ 
in  Somerset,  Dorset,  and  Cornwall,  sv*/^<^  ? 
in  the  first  place 
the  interest  and  sums 

ingthe  same,  or  thereafter  charge^,  //^^'^  f  f  f 
that  his  will,  or  any  codicil  li0  '/  .^^^  ^  ^ 
after  think  fit  to  add  thereto.  ■jl^'^'K't  *'  ^. '^  a. '&.  1^  f^  s- 
son  and  his  assigns  for  anc!^^/// 
of  his  life;   and  then 
remainders  over, 
devise  is  made  other 


and  as  to  these  sums  of  j^ 

called  portions,  in  augnv^'^ 

addition  to  the  othy 

that  they  shall  be  jf^ 

sons  and  daughfef^  | 

times,  and  unij^£  § 
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charges  to  be  m8';//i^£^-'  * 
After   completii;  >//  ^ 


estates  m  Soro 
he  gave  as  t 
to  my  da* 
the  suip 
Percys 
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.^»*«/cvu  nad 
ijady  Frances  being  in 
^enth  year  of  age,  and  her  portion 
^criiig  payable  at  her  age  of  twenty-one  or 
Jay  of  marriage,  Earl  George,  in  order  to 
exonerate  as  well  the  residuary  personal 
estate  of  his  late  father  of  and  from  the  pay- 
ment of  the  additional  portions,  legacies,  or 
sums  given  to  Lady  Frances  by  her  father's 
will,  and  also  the  settled  estate  and  allol^er 
the  estates  real  and  personal  of  Earl  Charles 
of  and  from  the  original  portions,  or  like  sum 
of  20,000{.  provided  for  Lady  Frances  by  the 
settlement  and  will,  and  to  secure  and  pro- 
vide for  the  more  immediate  payment  of  the 
several  portions  or  several  sums  of  money, 
when  and  as  the  same-  should  respectively 
become  payable,  had  proposed  and  agreed 
that  the  sum  of  3922. 3<.  U.  long  annuities, 
part  of  the  sum  of  2,186i.  7<.  hd.  long  an- 
nuities before  mentioned,  should  be  appro- 
priated and  set  apart  to  answer  and  pay  the 
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I 
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i 
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respectively,  the  long  annuities  provlfied  to 
answer  the  portions  were  insuflicient  for  the 
purpose,  and  the  sums  required  to  make  up 
the  deficiency  were  supplied  by  Earl  G^ige ; 
the  younger  sons,  Percy  Charles  and  Charies 
William,  on  receiving  the  long  annuities 
and  sums  to  make  up  the  defidency,  that  is, 
on  receiving  the  whole  of  their  portions,  exe- 
cuted releases,  dated  as  to  one  on  the  25th 
of  December  1778,  and  as  to  die  other,  on 
the  31st  of  January  1781.  We  cannot 
now  know  what  Earl  George  might  have 
said  or  done  if  he  had  been  told  that  the 
charge  of  the  additional  portions  exclusively 
or  primarily  affected  the  estates  in  Somer- 
set, Dorset,  and  Cornwall ;  that  he  was 
under  no  obligation  to  pay  the  same  out  of 
his  own  money ;  and  that  papng  the  same, 
he  would  be  or  was  personally  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  the  charge.  Under  the  cir- 
cumstances, it  is  possible,  it  may  be  said 
not  improbable,  that  he  might  have  desired 
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"jved  hU  intention  to  exonerate  the 

\ut  after  a  careful  consideration  of 

'  which   were  executed    on  the 

^'^ions  on  which  the  portions  of 

children  were  provided  for,  I 

that  the  question  was  never 

ttention. 

^rtions  were  known  to  be 

\y[k  estates,  and  were  so 

\  are  expressions  in  the 

:j  "^r     '^  \e  explained  with  refe- 

,%'^     '^  \  the  estates  on  which 
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%%,%  that  Earl  George 
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^either  to 
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\  the 
He 
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Vis 
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Qw  taac,  in  paying  off  the 
'*'^'9^  he  intended  to  exonerate  Uie  estate. 
In  this  case,  there  is  no  evidence  what- 
ever, except  Uiat  which   may  be  derived 
fiom  the  execution   of  the   several  deeds 
which  have  been  stated,  and  it  does  not 
appear  from  those  deeds  that  Earl  Geoige 
bew  his  righto ;  it  cannot  be  collected  from 
them  that  he  intended  to  waive  or  in  any 
way  relinquish  his  righto  ;  the  words  of  the 
deeds  are  fully  satisfied,  and  are  explicable 
onlj  on  the  supposition  that  he  did  not 
«»w  he  had  any  right  to  have  the  addi- 
tional  portions  raised  out  of  the  devised  real 
<^state,  and  that  he  did  understand  his  obli- 
gation to  be  to  pay  them  out  of  the  pensonal 
estate  of  Earl  Charles,  or  out  of  his  own 
money.    If  it  had  been  necessary  to  shew, 
otherwise  than  by  legal  presumption,  that 
E*d  George  intended  to  continue  the  charge, 
J^onW  have  been  impossible  to  prove  it, 
°«cati8e  it  does  not  appear  that  he  knew 


that  there  was  a  primary  charge,  and  the 
plaintiffs  could  not  have  proved  that  he  in- 
tended to  continue  a  charge,  the  existence 
of  which,  as  a  primary  charge,  was  unknown 
to  him.  The  difference  between  the  situa- 
tion of  the  plaintiffs  and  that  of  the  defen- 
dant is  this,  that  there  is  a  presumption  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  no  presumption 
in  favour  of  the  defendant.  In  the  relation 
which  subsisted  between  Earl  George  and 
the  estate,  the  law  presumed  that  in  paying 
off  the  sum  charged  he  did  not  intend  to 
exonerate  the  estate.  It  may  be  true  that, 
if  Earl  George  had  known  the  nature  of  the 
charge,  and  that  he  might  have  it  raised  for 
his  own  benefit,  he  might  rather  have  thought 
fit  to  exonerate  the  estate — ^but  this  is  no 
more  than  conjecture ;  and,  in  the  absence 
of  sufficient  evidence,  such  conjecture  can- 
not countervail  a  legal  presumption ;  and  I 
am  therefore  under  the  necessity  of  con- 
cluding that  Earl  George  did  not  by  his  acts, 
on  payment  of  the  portions,  exonerate  the 
estate  from  the  additional  portions  charged 
thereon  by  the  will  of  Earl  Charles ;  and 
that  after  the  payment  of  the  portions,  in 
the  year  1781,  Earl  George  was  entitled  to 
have  the  amount  raised  for  his  own  benefit. 

With  respect  to  the  Statute  of  Limiu- 
tions,  it  was  argued,  for  the  defendant,  that 
the  right  (if  any)  of  Earl  George  to  the 
charge  on  the  land,  with  respect  to  the  por- 
tions, accrued  at  the  latest  on  the  3l8t 
of  January  1781,  when  the  last  portion  was 
paid.  Releases  having  been  given,  it  is 
said  that  the  trustees  could  not  have  raised 
the  portions  at  their  own  discretion  on  the 
demand  of  Earl  George ;  that  if  he  had 
desired  to  avail  himself  of  the  charge,  and 
have  it  raised  for  his  own  benefit,  he  must 
have  filed  a  bill  against  the  trustees  and  the 
remainder-man,  and  that  his  right  in  this 
respect  accrued  sixty  years  before  the  pre* 
sent  bill  was  filed.  Earl  George,  it  is  said, 
if  he  had  any  right,  was  to  be  considered  as 
in  possession  of  an  estate  exonerated  from  a 
charge,  with  a  right  to  reimpose  the  charge ; 
and  his  omission  to  reimpose  the  charge 
was  a  neglect,  non-claim,  and  lapse  of  time 
under  the  statute. 

This  argument,  however,  assumes  that 
the  estate  was  exonerated,  which  is  the  very 
point  in  question. 

But,  it  is  further  said^that  there  is  no  pre- 
tence that  any  rent  was  implied  or  intended 
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circumstances,  and  for  the  reasons  therein 
stated,  the  Earls  of  Pembroke,  Ashbumham, 
and  Thomond,  and  Charles  Herbert  assigned 
the  two  sums  of  10,000^.  and  10,000/.  to 
Henry  Herbert,  and  deputed  Earl  George 
as  executor  and  residuary  legatee  and  heir 
to  his  deceased  father,  and  in  every  other 
right  and  capacity  him  thereunto  requiring, 
to  satisfy  the  said  sums  of  1 0,000 J.  and 
10,000/.  to  Henry  Herbert,  and  Henry  Her- 
bert acknowledged  the  receipt  thereof  in 
full  satisfaction  of  the  original  and  additional 
portions  of  Lady  Elizabeth,  and  claims  and 
demands  in  respect  thereof  on  the  estate, 
real  and  personal,  of  Earl  Charles,  or  on  the 
Dowager  Countess  and  Earl  Thomond,  or 
either  of  them,  and  Henry  Herbert  released 
them  and  all  and  singular  the  estates  from 
the  charge.  In  the  same  month  of  May 
1778,  and  by  deed,  dated  the  llth  of  the 
same  month,  and  made  between  Earl  George, 
described  as  the  eldest  son  and  heir  of  Earl 
Charles,  of  the  one  part,  the  Dowager 
Countess  of  Egremont  and  Earl  Thomond 
and  John  Drummond  of  the  other  part; 
after  reciting,  among  other  things,  that  there 
was  standing  in  the  name  of  Earl  Thomond 
and  John  Drummond,  the  capital  or  sum  of 
'2,186/.  7j.  5d,  consolidated  long  annuities, 
which  had  been  purchased  out  of  the  surplus 
produce  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of 
Earl  George  during  his  minority,  and  was 
his  absolute  property  in  his  own  right, 
and  that  the  portion  of  Lady  Elizabeth  had 
been  paid,  and  that  Lady  Frances  being  in 
her  eighteenth  year  of  age,  and  her  portion 
being  payable  at  her  age  of  twenty-one  or 
day  of  marriage,  Earl  G^rge,  in  order  to 
exonerate  as  well  the  residuary  personal 
estate  of  his  late  father  of  and  from  the  pay* 
roent  of  the  additional  portions,  legacies,  or 
sums  given  to  Lady  Frances  by  her  father's 
will,  and  also  the  settled  estate  and  all  other 
the  estates  real  and  personal  of  Earl  Charles 
of  and  from  the  original  portions,  or  like  sum 
of  20,000/.  provid^  for  Lady  Frances  by  the 
settlement  and  will,  and  to  secure  and  pro* 
vide  for  the  more  immediate  payment  of  the 
several  portions  or  several  sums  of  money, 
when  and  as  the  same-  should  respectively 
become  payable,  had  proposed  and  agreed 
that  the  sum  of  392/.  9«.  2</.  long  annuities, 
part  of  the  sum  of  2,186/.  7«.  5d.  long  an- 
nuities before  mentioned,  should  be  appro- 
priated and  set  apart  to  answer  and  pay  the 


several  portions  of  Lady  Frances,  when  the 
same  should  become  payable :  and  after 
reciting  that,  for  the  same  purpose.  Earl 
George  had  proposed  and  agreed  that  the 
yearly  sum  of  392/.  3^.  2d.  long  annuities, 
should  be  appropriated  and  set  apart  to 
answer  and  pay  the  portions  and  additional 
portions  by  the  settlement  and  will  of  Earl 
Charles,  provided  for  his  younger  sons, 
Percy  Charles  and  Charles  William,  it  was 
by  that  deed  witnessed,  that  the  same  long 
annuities  should  be  appropriated  and  set 
apart  for  the  purpose  of  the  recited  arrange- 
ment. And  by  another  deed,  also  dated  the 
llth  of  May  1773,  after  reciting  the  matters 
aforesi^d.  Earl  George  allowed  the  accounts 
of  his  mother  and  guardian,  and  released  his 
claim  as  residuary  legatee. 

On  the  9th  of  July  1 776,  the  Lady  Fran- 
ces attained  her  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
and  soon  after  the  long  annuities,  set  apart 
to  answer  her  portions,  were  transferred 
into  her  name,  and  thereupon  by  deed-poll, 
dated  the  29th  of  August  1776,  she  acknow- 
ledged that  she  accepted  the  same  in  satis- 
faction of  her  portions,  under  the  settlement 
and  will  of  her  &ther ;  and  she  released  Eari 
George,  as  well  in  his  own  right  as  heir  of 
the  body,  as  executor  of  his  father.  Percy 
Charles  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  on 
the  22nd  of  September  1778,  and  Charles 
William  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  on 
the  8th  of  October  1780.  At  these  timet 
respectively,  the  long  annuities  provided  to 
answer  the  portions  were  insufficient  for  the 
purpose,  and  the  sums  reqidred  to  make  up 
the  deficiency  were  suppli^  by  Earl  G^ige ; 
the  younger  sons,  Percy  Charles  and  Charles 
William,  on  receiving  the  long  annuities 
and  sums  to  make  up  the  deficiency,  that  is, 
on  receiving  the  whole  of  their  portions,  exe- 
cuted releases,  dated  as  to  one  on  the  25th 
of  December  1778,  and  as  to  the  other,  on 
the  31st  of  January  1781.  We  cannot 
now  know  what  Earl  G^eorge  might  have 
said  or  done  if  he  had  been  told  that  the 
charge  of  the  additional  portions  exclusively 
or  primarily  affected  the  estates  in  Somer- 
set, Dorset,  and  Cornwall ;  that  he  was 
under  no  obligation  to  pay  the  same  out  of 
his  own  money ;  and  that  papng  the  same, 
he  would  be  or  was  personally  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  the  chaige.  Under  the  cir- 
cumstances, it  is  possible,  it  may  be  said 
not  improbable,  that  he  might  have  desired 
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and  declared  his  iatentioii  to  exonerate  the 
estates,  hut  after  a  careful  consideration  of 
the  deeds  which  were  executed  on  the 
several  occasions  on  which  the  portions  of 
the  younger  children  were  provided  for,  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  the  question  was  never 
brought  to  his  attention. 

The  original  portions  were  known  to  be 
charged  on  the  York  estates,  and  were  so 
treated ;  and  there  are  expressions  in  the 
deeds  which  are  to  be  explained  with  refe- 
rence to  them,  and  to  the  estates  on  which 
they  were  charged.  But  it  appears  to  me 
to  be  perfectly  clear,  that  Earl  George 
throughout  these  transactions  really  con- 
ceived himself,  as  executor  and  residuary 
legatee,  bound  to  pay  the  additional  por- 
tions out  of  his  own  money,  or  the  personal 
estate  of  which  he  was  the  residuary  legatee. 
He  was  ignorant  that  those  additional  por- 
tions were  properly  primarily  charged  on 
the  real  estate,  of  which  he  was  tenant  for 
life  ;  the  nature  of  the  charge  being  unknown 
and  unalluded  to  in  the  deeds,  they  contain 
no  indication  whatever  of  intention  either  to 
continue  the  charge  or  to  exonerate  the 
estate.  A  simple  payment  of  the  charge, 
without  more,,  is  sufficient  to  establish  the 
right  of  the  tenant  for  life  to  have  the 
charge  raised  out  of  the  real  estate.  He 
has  no  obligation  or  duty  to  make  a  decla- 
ration, or  to  do  any  act  demonstrating  his 
intention;  the  burthen  of  proof  is  ixpon 
those  who  allege  that,  in  paying  off  the 
charge,  he  intended  to  exonerate  Uie  estate. 

In  this  case,  there  is  no  evidence  what- 
ever, except  that  which  may  be  derived 
£rom  the  execution  of  the  several  deeds 
which  have  been  stated,  and  it  does  not 
appear  from  those  deeds  that  Earl  Geoige 
knew  his  rights ;  it  cannot  be  collected  from 
them  that  he  intended  to  waive  or  in  any 
way  relinquish  his  rights  ;  the  words  of  the 
deeds  are  fully  satisfied,  and  are  explicable 
only  on  the  supposition  that  he  did  not 
know  he  had  any  right  to  have  the  addi- 
tional portions  raised  out  of  the  devised  real 
estate,  and  that  he  did  imderstand  his  obli- 
gation to  be  to  pay  them  out  of  the  pensonal 
estate  of  Earl  Charles,  or  out  of  his  own 
money.  If  it  had  been  necessary  to  shew, 
otherwise  than  by  legal  presumption,  that 
Earl  George  intended  to  continue  the  charge, 
it  would  have  been  impossible  to  prove  it, 
becaqae  it  does  not  appear  that  he  knew 


that  there  was  a  primary  charge,  and  the 
plaintiflb  could  not  have  proved  that  he  in- 
tended to  continue  a  charge,  the  existence 
of  which,  as  a  primary  charge,  was  unknown 
to  him.  The  difference  between  the  situa- 
tion of  the  plaintiffs  and  that  of  the  defen- 
dant is  this,  that  there  is  a  presumption  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  no  presumption 
in  favour  of  the  defendant.  In  the  relation 
which  subsisted  between  Earl  George  and 
the  estate,  the  law  presumed  that  in  paying 
off  the  sum  charged  he  did  not  intend  to 
exonerate  the  estate.  It  may  be  true  that, 
if  Earl  George  had  known  the  nature  of  the 
charge,  and  that  he  might  have  it  raised  for 
his  own  benefit,  he  might  rather  have  thought 
fit  to  exonerate  the  estate — ^but  this  is  no^ 
more  than  conjecture ;  and,  in  the  absence 
of  sufficient  evidence,  such  conjecture  can- 
not countervail  a  legal  presumption ;  and  I 
am  therefore  under  the  necessity  of  con- 
cluding that  Earl  George  did  not  by  his  acts, 
on  payment  of  the  portions,  exonerate  the 
estate  from  the  additional  portions  charged 
thereon  by  the  will  of  Earl  Charles ;  and 
that  after  the  payment  of  the  portions,  in 
the  year  1781,  Earl  George  was  entitled  to 
have  the  amount  raised  for  his  own  benefit. 

With  respect  to  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions, it  was  argued,  for  the  defendant,  that 
the  right  (if  any)  of  Earl  George  to  the 
charge  on  die  land,  with  respect  to  the  por- 
tions, accrued  at  the  latest  on  the  31st 
of  January  1781,  when  the  last  portion  was 
paid.  Releases  having  been  given,  it  is 
said  that  the  trustees  could  not  have  raised 
the  portions  at  their  own  discretion  on  the 
demand  of  Earl  George ;  that  if  he  had 
desired  to  avail  himself  of  the  charge,  and 
have  it  raised  for  his  own  benefit,  he  must 
have  filed  a  bill  against  the  trustees  and  the 
remainder-man,  and  that  his  right  in  this 
respect  accrued  sixty  years  before  the  pre- 
sent bill  was  filed.  Earl  George,  it  is  said, 
if  he  had  any  right,  was  to  be  considered  as 
in  possession  of  an  estate  exonerated  from  a 
cluurge,  with  a  right  to  reimpose  the  charge ; 
and  his  omission  to  reimpose  the  charge 
was  a  neglect,  non-claim,  and  lapse  of  time 
under  the  statute. 

This  argument,  however,  assumes  that 
the  estate  was  exonerated,  which  is  the  very 
point  in  question. 

But,  it  is  further  said,that  there  is  no  pre- 
tence that  any  rent  was  applied  or  intended 
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to  be  applied  in  payment  of  intereat>  so  tkat 
Jj^l  George,  if  he  ever  wa$  entitled  to  the 
charge,  received  no  interest  upon  it;  he 
received  the  rento  and  applied  them  to  his 
own  use,  without  any  regard  to  the  charge, 
and  his  act  in  that  respect  ought  not  to  be 
qualified  for  the  benefit  of  his  executors. 

Now  the  Statute  of  Limitations  ^lacts, 
*'  that  no  suit  shall  be  brought  to  recover  any 
sum  of  money,  secured  by  any  mortgage, 
judgment,  or  lien,  or  otherwise  charged  upon 
or  payable  out  of  any  land  or  lent,  but 
within  twenty  years  next  alter  a  present 
right  to  receive  the  same  shall  have  accrued 
to  some  person  capable  of  giving  a  discharge 
for  or  release  of  the  same,  unless  in  the 
meantime  some  part  of  the  principal  money, 
or  some  interest  thereon,  shall  have  been 
paid,  or  some  acknowledgment  of  the  right 
thereto  shall  have  been  given  in  writing, 
signed  by  the  person  by  whom  the  same 
,ahaU  be  payable,  or  hia  agent,  to  the  person 
entitled  thereto*  or  his  agent.**  Now  it  is 
undoubted  that  the  right  ol  Earl  Qeorge  to 
receive  the  chaise  accrued  to  him  in  1781, 
jand  no  subsequent  acknowledgment  of  his 
yight  thereto  wa^  evarmade,  and  that  more 
^n  twenty  years  after  the  right  accrued 
expired  in  the  lifetime  of  Earl  George* 

But  then  it  is  contended,  for  the  {dain- 
ti&,  that  the  clause  in  the  statute  cannot 
be  held  to  apply  to  cases  which  do  not 
admit  the  qualification  or  exception  re- 
ferred to  in  the  same  clause,  and  that  ujader 
the  circumstances  of  the  case.  Earl  George 
ought  to  be  deemed  to  have  kept  down  the 
interest  on  the  charge :  that  the  clause  of  the 
act  assumes  that  there  is  not  only  a  pctson 
capable  of  giving  a  discharge  or  release,  but 
also  an  assignable  person  by  whom  the 
charge  is  presently  payable,  or  who  is  /Ca- 
pable of  paying  the  principal  dr  the  interest 
of  the  eharge,  or  bi  capable  of  making 
an  acknowledgment  of  the  right  thereto : 
that  ia  tbia  case  there  was  a  charge  upon 
the  estate^  which  no  assignable  person  was 
then  liable  to  pay,  and  in  respect  of  which 
no  person  was  capable  of  making  an  ac- 
knowledgment that  it  was  due,  as  during 
the  life  of  Earl  George  it  was  necessarily 
uncertain  who,  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
would  become  and  be  the  person  to  take 
in  remainder  only  as  to  the  charge. 

It  is  further  argued,  that  the  statute  could 
only  apply  to  cases  where  one  person  is  en- 


titled to  reoeivd  and  give  a>d»lohaige»  and 
another  person  is  liable  to  pay- or  capable  of 
giving  the  acknowledgment  of  the  right  to 
the  charge ;  and  that  if  the  statute  were  held 
to  apply  to  a  case  like  the  present,  it  womld 
apply  to  the  case  where  the  tenant  ior  life 
had  expressly  declared  it  his  uUentdon  to 
keep  the  charge  alive,  or  had  pnoenred  a 
term  to  be  vested  in  trustees  Ibi  the  p«r- 
pose  of  keeping  it  alive,  unlieBB  be  bad  far- 
ther gone  through  the  ceremony  of  paying 
the  money  to  the  trustees,  for  tlie  pwrpose 
of  receiving  the  money  back  firom  tbem 
under  the  name  of  rnterest  on  the  chaige. 

On  the  whole,  it  appears  to  meythat  the 
statute  cannot  be  applied  to  a  caae  where 
there  is  no  assignable  person  liable  10  pay 
the  charge,  and  no  person  who,  by  the  delay, 
could  be  induced  to  suppose  that  the  charge 
was  abandoned  or  merged,  and  where  ^ 
sent,  out  of  which  the  interest  of  the  eh»ge 
ought  to  be  paid,  is  receivable  by  and  be- 
longs to  the  same  person  who  is  entitled  to 
the  interest.  Before  the  chaxge  was  paid 
•to  the  younger  children,  it  waa  the  duty  of 
Earl  (Jeorge  to  pay  or  account  £ox  the  in- 
terest to  them,  to  prevent  any  accamya- 
tion  against  the  remainder-man*  -After  the 
pcolioBS  were  paid,  supposing  Earl  George 
to  have  become  entitled  to  the  charge  lor  Jus 
own  benefit,  it  was  still  his  duty  to  prefsnt 
the  accumulation  of  interest  againat  the 
remainder^man.  Nothing  is  more  oommon 
than' for  a  man  to  have,  with  reference  to 
the  same  property,  a  xi§^t  to  receive  the 
income,  and  a  duty  to  apply  the  income, 
or  to  make  payments  out  of  it  in  a  certain 
manner.  If  the  property  producing  the 
income  be  absolutely  his,  subject  only  to  a 
charge  in  respect  of  which  it  is  his  duty  to 
inake- payment  out  of  the  income,  and  he 
^en  becomes  owner  of  the  charge,  there  is 
•  an  end  of  the  duty  to  make  the  paymeot 
But  the  duty  to  make  the  payment  may 
not  be  a  simple  duty,  owing  to  the  person 
entitted  to  recmve  the  interest.  When  the 
.  estate  in  the  property  charged  is  hmiled, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  tenant  for  life,  the  duty 
of  paying  the  interest  to  the  person  entitled 
to  receive  it  may  be  connected  intk  the 
further  dnty  of  preventmg  the  aocumulalion 
of  interest  against  the  remainder-man ;  and 
when  the  owner  of  the  rent  has  become  the 
owner  of  the  charge,  if  the  duty  to  prevent 
accumulation  of  interest  on  the  charge  against 
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tho  ramaindeT-man  continues,  this  Court 
will  bold  the  tenant  owner  of  the  charge 
on  the  inheritance  to  have  discharged  that 
duty  ;  it  is  presumed  to  be  done,  first,  on 
the  ordinary  principle,  that  this  Court  will 
assume  to  be  done  that  which  the  party 
might  and  ought  to  have  done ;  secondly, 
to  prevent  any  prejudice  arising  to  the  re- 
mainders-man by  the  accumulation  of  inter- 
est ;  and,  thirdly,  to  prevent  the  multipli- 
city of  suits,  and  to  reHevea  remainder-man, 
compelled  to  pay  an  -accumulation  of  inter- 
est, from  the  necessity  of  suing  the  personal 
rspreaentative  of  the  tenant  fbr  life,  whose 
duty  it  was  to  pay  the  interest,  for  reim- 
inusement* 

It  was  contended,  that  if  the  duty  to  pay 
comprised  no  duty  to  any  one  but  the  party 
entitled  to  receive,  the  Court  would  not 
intetfere,  or  in  any  way  qualify  the  act  of  a 
tenant  for  life,  for  the  purpose  of  deeming 
the  duty  to  be  satisfied  or  not,  and  I  agree 
to  that ;  but  in  the  case  of  a  tenant  for  life, 
owner  of  a  charge  on  the  inheritance,  it  is 
not  merely  with  reference  to  the  party  him- 
self, that  the  duty  of  paying  the  interest 
arises;  he  receives  the  income^  and  is 
entitled  to  the  interest  payable  thereout; 
and  when  he  has  received  the  income,  he  is 
deemed  to  have  paid  or  kept  down  the 
interest,  not  because  of  any  duty  which  he 
is  supposed  to  owe  to  himself,  but  because 
he  has  a  duty  to  another,  that  is,  the  re- 
mainder-man, to  prevent  the  accumulation 
of  interest  against  him.  If  you  suppose  it 
to  be  a  subsisting  charge,  there  being  no 
express  payment  of  interest,  no  act  by  which 
the  payment  of  interest  can  be  proved,  tdiere 
would  be  an  accumulation  of  interest  against 
the  remainder-man,  if  the  law  did  not  pre- 
sume a  duty  to  prevent  it,  and  also  presume 
a  performance  of  that  duty  by  the  person 
who  receives  that  income,  by  a  due  applica- 
tion of  which  the  duty  ought  to  be  peifbrm- 
ed.  It  is  not,  I  think,  necessary  to  assume 
as  a  fiict,  although  that  has  been  done,  that 
the  tenant  for  fife  must  have  received  the 
interest  of  the  charge  at  the  time  when  he 
received  the  rent  of  the  estate :  it  is  sufficient 
by  the  rule  of  law  that  the  tenant  for  life 
of  an  estate  who  is  also  the  owner  of  a 
charge,  that  Ib,  on  the  inheritance  thereof, 
must,  in  favour  of  the  remainder-man,  be 
deemed  to  have  kept  down  the  interest  of 


the  charge  out  of  the  rentreeeived ;  and  I 
think  that  the  remainder«-man,  in  whose 
favour  this  rule  has  been  established,  can- 
not be  permitted  to  contend,  that  the  interest 
that  for  his  benefit  is  deemed  to  have  been 
kept  down  and  paid,  was,  in  fact,  not  paid, 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  say,  that 
under  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  the  right 
to  sue  for  the  charge  is  lost ;  and,  under  the 
circumstances,  I  think  that  the  case  does 
not  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  Sta- 
tute of  Limitations. 

Upon  the  whole,  under  the  circumstances, 
and  for  the  reasons  which  I  have  stated,  it 
appears  to  me,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  the  relief  which  they  pray.  I  must,  there- 
fore, declare,  that,  according  to  the  true 
construction  of  the  will  of  Eari  Charles,  the 
additional  portions,  amounting  to  25,000/., 
thereby  given  to  the  younger  children  therein 
named,  constituted  a  primary  charge  on  the 
estates,  by  the  same  will  devised  to  the 
testetor's  eldest  son,  for  \na  life ;  and  that 
Earl  George,  the  tenant  for  life  of  that  estate, 
having  paid  the  same  additional  portions  to 
the  persons  entitled  thereto  out  of  his  own 
money,  became  and  was,  and  up  to  the  time 
of  his  death  continued  to  be  entitled  to  tlie 
same  charge  for  his  own  benefit ;  and  that 
the  plaintifib,  who  are  his  legal  personal 
representatives,  are  now  entitled  thereto  as 
part  of  his  personal  estete.  The  ordinary 
account  must  be  directed  to  be  taken,  and 
the  amount  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage. 


.R.     \ 
iH5./ 


GRUBB  V.  PEERY. 


M. 

April 

Amendment — Exceptions  to  Bill  for  Im- 
pertinence— Irregularity  —  \Ath  Order  of 
December  1833. 

On  the  \9th  of  March  an  order  was  o6- 
tained  by  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  bill ;  the 
plaintiff  undertaking  to  amend  the  defen^ 
danfs  office  copy^  and  not  requiring  any  far" 
iher  answer.  The  biU  was  amended  on  the 
2lst  of  March,  and  on  that  day  the  plaintiff 
gave  notice  to  the  defendant  to  leave  his  office 
copy  biUto  be  amended;  the  office  copy  bill  was 
left  for  amendment  on  the  22nd  of  March,  and 
on  the  2Srd  of  that  month  it  was  taken  away 
by  the  defendant  duly  amended :  notice  was 
on  the  2lst  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  de^ 
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fendant  that^  at  the  expiration  of  tight  days 
from  that  date^  the  plaintiff  toould  file  a  re^ 
plication ;  the  defendant  obtained  no  order 
or  warrant  for  time  to  amwer,  and  on  the 
ZOth  of  March  a  replication  toa$  filed,  of 
which  notice  wai  on  that  day  given  to  the 
defendant.  On  the  Srd  of  April  the  defen^ 
dant  was  served  with  a  subpoena  to  rejoin^ 
and  on  the  II  th  qf  April  the  defendant  filed 
an  exception  for  impertinence  to  the  amended 
bill : — Held,  that  the  exception  was  irregu- 
larly  filed,  and  that  the  eight  days  mentioned 
in  the  1 4th  Order  of  December  1833,  were  to 
be  considered  as  one  day  inclusive  and  the 
other  day  exclitsive. 

By  an  order  dated  the  19th  of  March,  the 
plaintiff  was  allowed  to  amend  his  bill 
without  costs,  the  plaintiff  amending  the  de« 
fendant's  office  copy,  and  not  requiring  any 
further  answer.  The  bill  was  accordingly 
amended  on  the  21st  of  March;  on  the 
same  day,  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  gave  no- 
tice in  writing  to  the  defendant's  solicitors 
that  he  had  amended  the  bill  pursuant  to 
the  order  of  the  Court,  and  required  them 
to  leave  their  office  copy  bill  with  the  record 
and  writ  clerk,  to  be  amended,  and  at  the 
same  time  apprised  them  that  at  the  expi- 
ration of  eight  days  finom  that  time  he  should 
proceed  to  file  a  replication ;  the  office  copy 
bill  was  left  for  amendment  on  the  22nd  oC 
March,  and  taken  away,  amended,  by  th0 
defendant  on  the  23rd  of  that  month. 
The  defendant  did  not  obtain  any  order  or 
make  any  application  for  time  to  answer 
the  amended  bill ;  and  on  the  30th  of  March 
the  plaintiff  filed  a  replication  to  the  an- 
swer of  the  defendant^  and  on  that  day 
gave  notice  to  the  defendant's  solicitors,  of 
such  replication  having  been  filed ;  on  the 
3rd  of  April,  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  served 
the  defendant's  solicitdrs  with  a  subpoena  to 
rejoin ;  on  the  1  Itk  of  April  the  defendant's 
solicitors  filed  an  exception  to  the  aiqended 
bill  for  impertinence,  and  on  the  same  day 
notice  of  motion  was  served  on  the  defim- 
dant's  Boticitxuv  to  take  the.  exc^ptictn  for 
impertinence  off  the  file  fear  izregulmty  •  • 

Mr.  G,  Turner  and  Mr.  Oiffard,  in  sup- 
port of  the  moti(m.-**The  quiestioii  is,  whe- 
ther, after  a  replication  has  been  filed,  and 
a  subpoena  to  rejodn  has  been  served,  it  is 


competent  for  a  party  not  called  on  for  any 
answer  to  file  exceptions  to  the  bill  fnr 
impertinence.  In  diis  case  issue  had  been 
joined  between  the  parties  before  the  excep- 
tion was  filed,  which  state  of  things  the  de- 
fendant could  not  afterwards  alter  by  any 
proceeding  on  his  part;  but  he  might, 
during  the  eight  days  reserved  to  him  by 
the  14th  Order  of  the  31st  of  Decembinr 
1833  (1),  for  considering  whether  he  would 
answer  the  amended  bill,  serve  an  order  or 
warrant  for  time  to  answer  the  same-^effray 
Y.M*Cabe{2). 

Mr,  Tinney,  contr^.  —  The  defendant 
having  taken  no  step  whatever  in  the  cause 
after  the  21st  of  March,  previously  to  filing 
the  exception  for  impertinence,  he  was  jus* 
tified,  by  the  practice  of  the  Court,  in 
taking  that  course  ;  the  amendment  of  the 
biU  also  was  only  made  in  the  defendant's 
office  copy  on  the  22nd  of  March,  so  that 
eight  clear  days  did  not  intervene  pursuant 
to  the  14th  Order  of  December  1833,  be- 
tween that  date  and  the  filing  of  the  re- 
plication on  the  30th  of  Marclu 

Kinworthy  v.  AUen^  1  Bro.  C.C.  400. 
Vide  Anon,  2  Yes.  sen.  631,  and 
Anon,  5  Yes.  656. 

Barnes  v.  Saxby,  3  Swanst.  232,  a. 

PeUew  V. ,  6  Yes.  456. 

The  Master  of  thb  Rolls  said  the  ques- 
tion waS|  whether  the  replication  had  been 
propedy  filed ;  the  defendant  had  a  right  to 
see  wlv9ther  it  was  for  his  interest  to  put 
in  an  answer  to  the  amended  bill,  and  such 
a  step  might  be  very  important  to  the  de- 
fendant's interest;  that  the  defendant  was 
allowed  eight  days  from  the  time  of  amend- 
ing the  bill,  to  determine  what  course  he 
would  pursue,  and,  according  to  the  ordi- 
nary rule  of  eomputadon  in  such  cases,  one 
of  the  ei^t  days  was  to  be  excluded  and 
the  othec  iaduded ;  that  is,  seven  dear  days 
must  elapse  before  a  replication  could  be 
filed.  Afterwards,  on  the  3rd  of  April,  and 
previously  to  the  filing  of  the  exception 
for  impertinence,  the  subpcena  to  rejoin  was 
served,  and  new  duties  arose  between  the 
parties,  and  the  .cause  was  at  issue,  so  as  to 
prevent  any    exception  for   impertinence 

(1)  Ord.  Can.  47  ;  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (if.8.)Cfaano.2. 
(1)  1  Ru88.  &  MyL  789. 
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being  filed  without  the  previous  sanction  of 
the  Court  hatving  been  obtained. 

Exception  for  impertinence  ordered 
to  he  taken  off  the  file. 


M.R,       \ 
ril21,23J 


BECK  r.  BURN. 


April 

Legacy — Construction — Vested  Interest. 

R.  W,  by  hi^  will,  directed  His  executors, 
after  the  death  of  his  wife,  to  sell  his  real 
and  personal  estate,  and  to  divide  the  prO" 
date  thereof  equally  amongst  all  and  every 
the  ekHdren  of  his  brothers  and  sisters,  and 
his  wrff^s  brothers  and  sisters,  share  and 
share  alike;  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  any 
of  the  above-mentioned  children,  in  the  life- 
time  of  his  wife,  leaving  issue,  tJien  he 
Reefed  his  executors  to  pay  unto  the  issue 
of  such  child  or  children,  his,  her,  or  their 
parents  share  equaUy,  share  and  share 
alike  : — Held,  that  such  of  the  children,  or 
the  issue  of  such  of  the  deceased  children,  of 
the  testator's  brothers  and  sisters  and  his 
wife*s  brothers  and  sisters  as  died  during 
the  lifetime  of  his  widow,  the  tenant  for  life^ 
took  no  interest  in  the  bequest. 

Richard  Wilson,  by  his  will,  bearing  date 
the  13th  of  June  1801,  directed  his  execu- 
tors thereinafter  named,  after  the  death  of 
his  wife,  to  cause  all  and  singular  his  free- 
hold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold  estates,  and 
his  household  furniture,  books,  plate,  linen, 
china,  and  other  household  stuff,  to  be  sold 
as  therein  mentioned,  and  to  call  in  all 
monies  due  to  him ;  and  out  of  the  produee 
of  the  whole,  he  directed  his  execotors  to 
invest  so  much  thereof  in  the  8/.  per  cetat. 
consolidated  bank  annuities,  as  would  be 
sufficient  to  pay  three  annuities  of  M7.,  101., 
and  10^,  therein  mentioned,  which,  on  the 
death  of  the  annuitants,  were  respectively 
directed  to  fidl  into  the  residue  of  his  per- 
sonal estate,  and  be  divided  as  thereinafter 
mentioned ;  and  with  respect  to  the  residue 
of  the  produce  of  the  sale  of  the  said  free- 
hold, copyhold,  and  leasehold  estates,  house- 
hold ftimiture,  books,  plate,  linen,  china, 
and  other  household  stuff,  directed  to  be 
sold,  and  money  due  upon  bond  or  other- 
wise, and  other  the  residue  of  his  real  and 


personal  estate,  he  directed  his  executors  to 
divide,  and  equally  pay  the  same  to  and 
amongst  all  and  every  tlie  children  born  in 
lawful  wedlock  of  his  brothers  and  sisters, 
and  to  and  amongst  all  and  every  the  chil- 
dren bom  in  lawful  wedlock  of  his  said 
wife's  brothers  and  sisters,  share  and  share 
alike;  and  his  will  was,  that  in  case  of 
the  death  of  any  or  either  of  the  above- 
mentioned  children,  in  the  lifetime  of  his 
wife,  leaving  issue,  then  and  in  that  case 
he  directed  his  executors  to  pay  unto  the 
issue  of  such  child  or  children,  his,  her,  or 
their  parent's  shtoe  equally  between  tliem, 
share  and  share  alike ;  and  he  directed  the 
said  annuities  when  diey  fell  in,  and  the 
stock  in  which  they  should  be  invested,  to 
be  divided  in  like  manner.  The  testator's 
widow  died  in  1887,  and  in  1840,  a  suit  was 
instituted,  seeking  the  administration  of  the 
testator's  estate  and  effects. 

The  claimants  under  the  residuary  devise 
were  numerous,  and  the  question  discussed, 
on  the  cause  coming  on  for  further  direc- 
tions, was  as  to  the  claims  of  the  personal 
representatives  of  children  of  the  brothers 
and  sisters  of  the  testator,  and  of  his  widow, 
vfho  were  living  at  the  testator's  death,  but 
died  during  the  lifetime  of  the  widow,  the 
tenant  for  life,  without  leaving  issue,  and 
of  the  personal  representatives  of  the  issue 
of  such  children  as  died  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  tenant  ibr  life. 

Mr.  Spenee  and  Mr.  Wood,  for  the  plain* 
tiffs,  contended,  that  there  was  no  gift  to  the 
nephews  and  nieces  of  the  testator  or  of  his 
widow,  save  so  &r  as  the  same  was  evidenced 
by  the  direction  to  sell  and  divide  the  pro- 
perty in  the  manner  stated  in  the  will,  at  the 
death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  that  such 
gift  did  not  vest  until  the  happening  of  that 
event. 

BilUngsley  v.  Wills,  8  Atk.  219. 
Viner  v.  Francis,  2  Bro.  C.C.  658. 

Mrk  O.  Turner  and  Mr.  Maxwell,  for 
the  personal  representatives  of  children  who 
died  dunng  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for 
life,  contended,  that  the  payment  only  was 
postponed  for  the  convenience  of  the  estate, 
the  gift  being  an  absolutely  vested  interest 
in  the  children  of  the  testator's  brothers  and 
sisters,  and  his  wife's  brothers  and  sisters ; 
and  cited — 
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Walker  v.  Main,  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  1. 
Leeming  v.  Sherrattf  2  Hare»  14  ;  8.  c. 

1 1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  428. 
Hallifax  v.  WiUon,  16  Ves.  171. 
Gray  v.  Garman^  2  Hare,  268 ;  s.  c.  12 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.b.)  Chanc.  259. 

Mr.  Stinton,  Mr.  EUerUm,  Mr.  EUis, 
Mr,  Shebbearey  and  Mr,  Cory^  appeared  for 
other  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  reading 
the  testator's  will,  said,  that  the  testator 
bad  described  a  class  of  children,  amongst 
whom  his  residuary  estate  was  to  be  distri- 
buted, after  his  wife's  decease ;  that  there 
was  no  direct  gift  to  the  children,  or  to  any 
trustees  for  the  children  therein  mentioned, 
the  mode  of  gift  being  by  means  of  a  direc- 
tion to  his  executors,  after  the  death  of  his 
wife,  to  sell  his  estates  and  effects,  and  to 
divide  the  proceeds  thereof  equally  amongst 
the  children  of  his  brothers  and  sisters,  and 
of  his  wife's  brothers  and  sisters ;  and  his 
Lordship  was  of  opinion,  that  the  direc- 
tion to  pay  applied  to  such  children  only  as 
answered  the  description  of  children  or  issue 
of  children  at  the  period  of  distribution,  viz. 
the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life ;  and  that  he 
did  not  intend  to  say,  that  in  all  cases  where 
the  gift  was  in  the  direction  to  pay,  none 
but  those  living  at  the  period  of  distribution 
were  to  take ;  the  question  always  depending 
on  the  effect  to  be  given  to  idl  the  words 
used  by  the  testator  taken  together. 


In  re    williah   bromley,    a 
SOLICITOR,  €x  parte  londok 

and      BRIGHTON       RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 

Solicitor — Bill  of  Cotte — Reference  for 
Taxation — Payment  of  Money  into  Court. 

Where  a  reference  for  taxation  of  a  soli^ 
citor*s  bill  of  costs  is  applied  for,  after  the 
expiration  of  the  one  month  mentioned  in  the 
Sith  section  of  the  6  ^  7  Vict.  c.  73,  and 
the  bill  is  under  100/.  in  amount,  the  order 
will  be  made  for  a  reference,  without  re- 
quiring  the  amount  of  the  bill  to  be  paid  into 
court. 

Money  paid  out  of  court,  upon  motion, 
under  particular  circumstances. 


By  the  act  of  parliament  6  &  7  Vict, 
c.  73.  s.  87.  no  solicitor  or  attorney  can 
commence  any  action  for  the  recovery  of 
any  bill  of  costs,  until  the  expiration  of  one 
month  after  delivery  of  such  bill ;  and  in 
case  no  application  shall  be  made  within 
one  mouth,  by  the  party  chargeable  with 
such  bill,  to  refer  the  bill  for  taxation,  pro- 
vision is  made  for  the  reference  of  such  bill, 
"  with  such  directions,  and  subject  to  such 
conditions  as  the  Court  or  Judge  shall 
think  proper."  In  the  present  case,  by  an 
order  made  on  the  petition  of  the  London 
and  Brighton  Railway  Company,  it  was 
ordered  that  the  petitioners  should  on  or  be- 
fore the  day  named  in  the  order,  pay  into  the 
Bank,  with  the  privity  of  the  Accountant- 
Greneral,  in  trust  in  this  matter,  the  sum  of 
50/.  19#.  subject  to  the  further  order  of  the 
Court ;  and  it  was  thereby  referred  to  the 
Master  in  rotation,  to  tax  the  bill  of  costs 
of  Mr.  Bromley,  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
60/.  195. ;  and  then  followed  an  order  for 
payment  of  the  costs  of  the  taxation,  accord- 
ing to  the  result  thereof  viz.,  whether  the 
bill  was  or  not  reduced  by  a  sixth  part  of 
its  amount  when  delivered.  The  Master 
had  certified  the  amount  of  the  bill  of  costs 
when  taxed. 

Mr.  Goldsmid  now  applied,  on  behalf  of 
the  London  and  Brighton  Railway  Com- 
pany, on  motion,  to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
that  part  of  the  sum  of  50/.  19s.  might  be 
ordered  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Bromley,  and  the 
residue  thereof  to  one  of  the  solicitors  of 
the  London  and  Brighton  Railway  Com- 
pany. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  made  the 
order  under  all  the  circumstances  of  die 
case:  but  expressed  his  unwillingness  to 
make  any  order  for  the  payment  of  money 
out  of  court,  upon  motion. 

Nou. — It  was  afterwards  sUted  that  with  ths 
view  of  aroiding  the  expense  of  payinr  money  into 
court  and  getting  it  paid  out  again,  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  had  ordered  that,  in  oases  like  the  pre- 
sent, where  the  smoant  of  the  bill  did  not  exceed 
100/.,  the  order  for  taxation  should  be  made  bjhis 
secretary,  without  requiring  the  money  to  be  paid 
into  court. 
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BATHER  V.  KEARSLEY. 


M 

May 

Parties — Striking  out  Name  of  a  Co* 
plaintiff — Costs — Receiver — Security, 

On  the  coming  in  of  an  answer  to  a  bill 
filed  by  two  plaintiffs^  it  appeared  that  one 
of  the  plaintiffs  had  agreed  with  one  of  the 
defendants t  before  the  institution  of  the  suit, 
to  be  bound  by  certain  dealings  which  had 
taken  place  with  the  trust  property,  the  sub^ 
ject-matter  of  the  suit ;  this  was  not  known 
to  the  solicitor  of  the  plaintiffs,  when  instruc- 
tions were  given  for  the  preparation  of  the 
bill,  nor  until  after  the  answers  had  been 
filed: — Held,  on  giving  security  for  the 
costs  of  the  suit  up  to  the  date  of  the  motion, 
and  paying  the  costs  of  the  motion,  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  amend  the  bill  by 
striking  out  the  name  of  such  co-plaintiff, 
and  making  him  a  defendant ;  the  costs  al- 
ready  incurred  in  the  suit  being  reserved  by 
the  Court  for  consideration  at  the  hearing 
of  the  cause. 

Order  also  made,  that  mortgage  securities 
be  deposited  with  the  Master,  in  order  that 
the  amount  of  security  to  be  given  by  the 
receiver  to  be  applied  by  the  Court,  might  be 
diminished. 

Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Baily  moved 
for  liberty  to  amend  the  bill,  by  striking 
out  the  name  of  Thomas  Bather,  as  a  co- 
plaintijOT,  and  making  him  a  defendant,  on 
payment  of  20s.  costs  to  the  defendants, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  might  have  three 
weeks'  time  to  amend  their  bill,  after  two 
of  the  defendants,  Kearsley  and  Gray,  should 
have  produced  the  copies  of  accounts,  deeds, 
probate,  &c.,  mentioned  in  an  order  of  the 
Court,  dated  the  8th  of  February  1844, 
and  thereby  ordered  to  be  produced  and 
deposited  by  the  defendants  respectively, 
the  plaintiffs  giving  security  for  the  costs  of 
the  suit  up  to  the  present  time ;  and  that 
the  defendant  Kearsley  might  be  ordered 
to  deposit  with  the  Master  of  the  Court  in 
rotation,  the  securities  and  papers  in  the 
order  mentioned,  and  thereby  directed  to  be 
delivered  by  him  to  the  receiver  so  to  be 
appointed,  instead  of  their  being  delivered 
to  such  receiver;  and  that  the  Master,  in 
allowing  the  security,  to  be  given  by  the 
person  to  be  appointed  receiver,  might  fix 
the  amount  of  such  security  with  reference 
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to  the  amount  of  the  annual  interest  and 
income  of  the  property,  instead  of  with  re- 
ference to  the  amount  of  the  principal  sums 
constituting  the  same,  and  the  interest  and 
income  thereof. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavit  of  the 
plaintiffs'  solicitor,  that  circumstances  were 
stated  in  the  answer  of  the  defendants 
Kearsley  and  Gray,  tending  to  shew  that 
the  co-plaintiff,  Thomas  Bather,  had,  pre- 
viously to  the  institution  of  the  suit,  been 
made  acquainted,  by  the  defendants  Kears- 
ley and  Gray,  with  the  dealings  which  had 
taken  place  with  the  trust  property,  the 
subject  of  the  suit,  and  had  agreed  with  one 
of  those  defendants  to  be  bound  thereby ; 
that  counsel  who  originally  prepared  the 
bill,  considered  it  desirable  to  make  the 
plaintiff  Thomas  Bather  a  co-plaintiff  with 
his  mother,  on  account  of  his  having  an 
absolute  interest  in  remainder  in  the  trust 
property,  the  plaintiff  Mary  Bather,  who 
sued  by  her  next  friend,  having  a  life  inter- 
est therein  only,  for  her  separate  use,  with- 
out power  of  anticipation;  that  Thomas 
Bather  was  named  as  such  co-plaintiff,  in 
entire  ignorance  on  the  part  of  the  deponent 
that  any  circumstances  existed  on  which 
any  question  of  acquiescence  on  the  part  of 
Thomas  Bather  could  be  raised;  that  the 
deponent  was  not  aware  of  the  existence  of 
any  such  circumstances,  till  he  read  the 
answer  of  the  defendants  Kearsley  and 
Gray;  that  he  was  advised  and  believed 
that  if  Thomas  Bather  was  continued  as  a 
co-plaintiff  with  Mary  Bather,  the  expense 
of  the  suit  would  be  increased,  by  evidence 
being  gone  into  as  to  the  alleged  acquies- 
cence ;  and  that  if  it  should  appear  that  Tho- 
mas Bather  had,  to  any  extent,  bound  him- 
self by  actual  acquiescence,  it  would  not  be 
open  to  the  Court  to  decide  all  the  questions 
in  which  the  plaintiff  Mary  Bather,  and 
several  of  the  defendants  to  the  suit,  were 
interested. 

In  support  of  the  application.  Small  v. 
Attwood{X)  was  cited. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Palmer,  contr^,  for  the  de- 
fendant Kearsley. — The  answer  of  the  de- 
fendant Kearsley  is  a  complete  defence  as 
regards,  at  least,  one  of  the  plaintiffs ;  and 
to  justify  the  application  it  must  be  shewn 

(1)2  You.  &  Jer.  512;  and  in  Aylwin  v.  Bray, 
in  note,  p.  518,  to  that  oase. 
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in  a  case  like  the  present,  which  is  not  done, 
that  there  will  he  a  denial  of  justice  if  Tho- 
mas Bather  he  allowed  to  remain  as  a  co- 
plaintiff  on  the  record — Attorney  General  v. 
Cooper  (2).  In  Lambert  v.  Hutchinson  (3), 
notwithstanding  a  misjoinder  of  plaintiffs, 
the  Court  permitted  a  decree  to  he  made  at 
the  hearing,  and  the  same  course  might  he 
properly  pursued  in  the  present  case.  The 
plaintiffs  only  offer  to  g^ve  security  for  costs 
up  to  the  present  time  ;  whereas,  if  the 
case  had  proceeded  to  a  hearing,  the  hill 
might  have  been  dismissed  with  costs  ;  and 
as  to  the  variation  which  is  asked  of  the 
order  of  the  8th  of  February  1844,  no  spe- 
cial circumstances  are  adduced  to  justify 
that  part  of  the  application,  and  it  was  con- 
sidered at  the  time  the  order  was  made  that 
the  principal  mortgage  money  should  he 
got  in,  that  the  same  was  for  the  benefit  of 
all  parties  to  the  cause. 

The  other  cases  cited  against  the  appli- 
cation were — 

Brown  v.  Sawer^  3  Beav.  598 ;  s.  c, 
10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  240. 

Raffety  v.  King^  1  Keen,  601 ;  s.  c.  6 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  87. 

Holhirh  v.  Holkirk,  4  Madd.  50. 

Bead  v.  Treacher,  2  Keen,  317;  s.  c. 
7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  299. 

Mr.  Roltf  for  the  defendant  John  Gh^y, 
admitted  that  the  question  was  entirely  one 
of  discretion  in  the  Court,  and  contended, 
that  the  case  to  he  made  by  his  client  might 
have  no  application  to,  or  in  any  manner 
affect  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  be  very  mate- 
rial as  regarded  the  other  plaintiff,  and  in  Uie 
present  case  the  motion  was  on  behalf  of  both 
the  co-plaintiffs ;  that  the  costs  offered  to 
be  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  would  not  do  justice 
to  the  defendants,  the  answers  having  been 
put  in  to  the  bill  of  Thomas  Bather,  as  well 
as  of  Mary  Bather,  and  being  much  longer 
than  they  would  have  been  if  the  bill  had 
been  simply  the  bill  of  Mary  Bather. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. — The  pre- 
sent motion  (amongst  other  things)  seeks  to 
substitute  the  deposit  of  the  mortgage  deeds 

(2)  8  M7I.&  Cr.258;  t.c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.b.) 
Chano.  19. 

(8)  1  BmT.  277 ;  t.  6.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.b.) 
Chano.  196. 


with  the  Master,  and  render  unnecesaary  the 
security  which  would  otherwise  have  to  be 
given  by  the  receiver  in  respect  of  the  prin- 
cipal mortgage  sum,  and  I  have  had  cases 
before  me  where  the  money  due  from  per- 
sons has  been  ordered  to  be  paid  into  court 
to  prevent  the  payment  to  the  receiver  of  a 
per-centage  on  the  principal  sum  due  on 
mortgage  (4);  in  cases  of  this  kind,  the 
Court  has  frequently  imposed  a  duty  on 
plaintiffs,  and  has  taken  care  to  do  justice 
to  all  the  parties  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 
In  Small  v.  Atttoood,  the  application  to 
amend,  by  striking  out  the  name  of  a  co- 
plaintiff,  and  making  him  a  defendant,  was 
strongly  contested  at  the  bar,  but  granted 
by  the  Court,  and  the  circumstances  stated 
in  this  case  are  strong,  and  J  shall  give  the 
plaintiffs  leave  to  make  the  amendments 
proposed,  they  paying  the  costs  of  the 
present  application,  and  consequent  thereon, 
and  giving  security  for  the  costs  of  the  suit 
already  incurred,  and  I  will  reserve  for  con- 
sideration  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  the 
payment  of  these  costs.  The  receiver  says 
he  does  not  wish  to  get  in  the  mortgage 
money,  in  order  that  he  may  find  security 
of  smaller  amount  than  he  would  otherwise 
have  to  procure,  and  there  can  be  no  objec- 
tion to  this.  The  mortgage  deeds  and 
papers  must  be  brought  into  court,  and  the 
receiver  is  not  to  receive  Uie  principal  sum 
due  without  the  leave  of  the  Court,  but  the 
interest  monies  and  income  only ;  and  the 
pldntiff  will  be  allowed  three  weeks'  time 
to  make  the  requisite  amendment.  The 
defendant  Kearsley  must  within  ten  days 
deposit  with  the  Master  the  deeds,  books, 
and  papers  mentioned  in  the  order  of  the 
8th  of  February  1844. 


:.R.     7 
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Compromise-^Reden^tion — Devise. 

Where  parties  enter  into  a  eamprmnm 
respecting  a  doubtful  right,  they  ought  to 
stand  ou  equal  terms ;  and  to  set  aside  a 
compromise  entered  into,  in  which  the  parties 

(4)  This  was  done  in  the  erase  of  Dsj  v.  Croft, 
not  yet  reported. 
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meet  on  unequal  termSf  it  is  not  necessary  to 
prove  a  case  of  preconceived  or  deliberate 
fraud. 

J.  N,  devised  a  copyhold  estate  to  his 
daughter  M,  A.  for  her  life,  and,  after  her 
decease  to  her  first  child,  male  or  female,  and 
to  his  or  her  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever;  and 
if  such  child  should  depart  this  life,  under 
twemty-one,  and  without  leaving  issue,  then 
the  testator  gave  the  same  estate  to  the  second 
child  of  the  body  of  his  daughter,  and  to  the 
heirs  and  assigns  of  such  second  child;  and 
in  ease  such  second  chUd  should  die  under 
the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  without  leaving 
issue,  then  to  the  third  child  of  the  body  of  his 
daughter^  and  so  on,  to  the  fourth  and  fifth, 
and  aU  and  every  other  the  child  and  chiU 
dren  of  his  daughter  as  beforesaid,  regard 
being  had  to  the  seniority  of  age  and  priority 
of  birth  of  such  child  or  children,  and  to 
their  several  and  respective  deaths,  under 
age,  and  without  leaving  lawful  issue  of  their 
bodies,  **for,  in  ease  of  issue,"  added  the  tes^ 
tator,  *'  it  is  my  will  that  such  issue  shall  tn- 
herit  the  said  estate;**  and  the  testator  gave 
the  said  estate  to  him  or  her,  and  to  his  or 
her  heirs,  accordingly ;  but  in  case  his  daugh^ 
ter  died  without  leaving  issue  of  her  body, 
lawfully  begotten,  or  having  issue,  such  issue 
should  die  under  twenty-one,  without  leaving 
lawful  issue,  then  the  testator  devised  the 
estate  over  to  N.  G,  in  fee  simple : — Held, 
that  the  daughter  took  an  estate  for  life  only, 
and  having  died  without  having  had  any 
tune,  the  devise  over  to  N,  G,  took  effect. 

The  object  of  the  bill  was  to  set  aside  a 
release,  and  also  a  surrender  of  copyhold 
property,  and  to  have  the  same  declared 
void,  and  for  an  account  of  the  rents  and 
profits  thereof,  received  by  the  defendant 
Pigge.  The  bill  also  prayed  that  a  condi- 
tional surrender  of  the  premises,  made  to 
the  other  defendant  Veargitt,  might  be  de- 
clared void.  The  property  was  situate  at 
Hadleigh,  in  Suffolk,  and  belonged  ori- 
ginally to  Joshua  Nunn ;  and  the  plaintiff 
claimed,  as  the  heir-at-law  of  Nunn  Goy- 
roour,  one  of  the  devisees  named  in  the 
will  of  Joshua  Nunn,  dated  the  1st  of 
June  17879  and  which  was  as  follows :  viz. 
"I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  wife, 
Portesia  Nunn,  all  that  my  messuage  or 
tenement,  situate  and  being  in  or  near  a 
certain   street  in  Hadlei^,  called  Angel- 


ttieet,  and  also  all  those  fields  or  pieces  of 
arable  land,  adjoining  to  the  aforesaid  pre- 
mises, which  I  purchased  of  Edward  Cooper, 
to  hold  the  same  to  my  said  wife  Portesia 
Nunn,  and  her  assigns,  for  and  during  the 
term  of  her  natural  life,  she  committing  no 
waste  thereon,  but  keeping  the  same  in 
good  and  tenantable  repair ;  and  from  and 
after  the  decease  of  my  wife,  then  I  give 
the  same  messuage  or  tenement,  lands, 
hereditaments,  and  premises,  to  my  daughter 
Mary  Ann  Nunn,  and  her  assigns,  for  and 
during  the  term  of  her  natural  life;  and 
from  and  after  her  decease,  then  I  give  and 
bequeath  the  said  estate  and  premises  unto 
the  first  child  of  the  body  of  her  my  said 
daughter  Mary  Ann,  lawfully  to  be  be- 
gotten, whether  male  or  female,  and  to  his 
or  her  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever;  and  if 
such  child  shall  depart  this  life  under  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  without  leav- 
ing issue- of  his  or  her  body,  lawfully  be- 
gotten, dien  I  give  the  aforesaid  estates, 
hereditaments,  and  premises  unto  the  second 
child  of  the  body  of  her  my  said  daughter, 
lawfully  to  be  begotten,  and  to  the  heirs 
and  assigns  of  such  second  child ;  and  in 
case  such  second  child  shall  die  under  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  without  leav- 
ing issue  of  his  or  her  body,  lawfully  be- 
gotten, then  I  give  the  same  estates  and 
premises  to  the  third  child  of  the  body  of  my 
said  daughter,  lawfully  begotten,  and  so  on 
to  the  fourth  and  fifth,  and  all  and  every 
other  the  child  and  children  of  the  body  of 
my  said  daughter  Mary  Ann,  to  be  begotten 
as  beforesaid,  regard  being  had  to  the 
seniority  of  age  and  priority  of  birth  of 
such  child  or  children,  and  to  their  several 
and  respective  deaths,  under  age,  and  with* 
out  leaving  lawful  issue  of  their  bodies  ;  for, 
in  case  of  issue,  it  is  my  will  that  such  issue 
shall  inherit  the  aforesaid  estates,  heredita- 
ments, and  premises.  And  I  do  hereby 
give  and  bequeath  the  same  to  him  or  her, 
and  to  his  or  her  heirs,  accordingly  ;  but, 
in  case  my  said  daughter  Mary  Ann  depart 
this  life,  without  leaving  issue  of  her  body, 
lawfully  begotten,  or  having  issue  and  such 
issue  shall  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  lawfully 
to  be  begotten,  as  aforesaid,  then  I  give 
and  bequeath  the  aforesaid  messuage,  lands, 
and  hereditaments,  with  the  appurtenances, 
unto  my  cousin  Mary  Ann  Goymour,  the 
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wife  of  Benjamin  Goymour,  fanner,  and  her 
assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  na- 
tural life ;  and  from  and  after  her  decease, 
then  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  same 
messuage,  lands,  hereditiaments  and  pre- 
mises unto  Nunn  Goymour,  son  of  the  said 
Mary  Ann  Goymour,  and  to  his  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever." 

The  testator  died  shortly  after  the  date 
of  his  will,  and  his  widow  died  in  1801. 
Mary  Ann  Nunn  intermarried  with  the 
defendant  Pigge ;  and  in  1816  they  suf- 
fered a  customary  recovery  of  the  estate, 
which  was  of  copyhold  tenure,  and  sur- 
rendered the  same  to  the  uses  of  a  settle- 
ment, executed  on  their  marriage.  Mary 
Anne  Pigge  died  in  April  1832,  without 
ever  having  Imd  any  issue,  but  having  made 
a  will,  whereby,  under  a  power  given  her, 
8he  devised  the  premises  to  the  defendant 
Pigge  absolutely.  Mary  Ann  Goymour, 
the  testator's  cousin,  died  in  the  lifetime  of 
Mary  Anne  Pigge,  leaving  four  children,  of 
whom  William  Goymour  was  the  eldest, 
and  the  plaintiff  the  second  son.  B.  N. 
Goymour,  in  the  will  called  Nunn  Goymour, 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  M.  A.  Pigge,  and  of 
his  mother,  M.  A.  Goymour,  without  issue, 
and  intestate,  leaving  William  Goymour,  his 
brother,  his  heir-at-law  and  heir  according 
to  the  custom  of  the  manor  of  Hadleigh. 
William  Goymour  died,  in  the  month  of 
September  1818,  intestate,  and  without 
issue,  leaving  the  plaintiff  his  heir-at-law 
and  heir  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
manor  of  Hadleigh. 

The  questions  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Court  were,  first,  whether  Mary  Ann 
Pigge  took  a  life  estate,  or  an  estate  tail, 
under  the  will  of  Joshua  Nunn ;  and  if  she 
took  the  former  only,  whether  the  transac- 
tion between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 
Pigge,  under  the  circumstances,  ought  to  be 
set  aside.  ^ 

The  plaintiff  was  a  farm-labourer,  and  in 
the  month  of  April  1837  travelled  to  Lynn, 
to  solicit  assistance  from  the  defendant 
Pigge,  on  the  ground  of  the  plaintiff's  rela- 
tionship to  the  defendant  Pigge's  late  wife. 
The  defendant  Pigge,  on  the  plaintiff^s 
arrival,  directed  him  to  go  to  a  public- house 
in  Lynn,  named  by  him,  where  he  the  defen- 
dent  Pigge  would  meet  the  plaintiff  on  the 
next  day  but  one,  the  defendant  Pigge  at 
the  same  time  giving  to  the  plaintiff  a  letter 


to  be  delivered  to  Mr.  Goodwin,  the  defen- 
dant Pigge's  solicitor.  The  plaintiff  went 
to  Lynn  accordingly,  and  delivered  the 
letter ;  and,  on  the  next  day  but  one,  (being 
the  17lh  of  April  1837)  the  plaintiff  accom- 
panied the  defendant  Pigge  to  the  office  of 
Mr.  Goodwin»  when,  according  to  the  evi- 
dence of  Mr.  Goodwin,  he  (Goodwin)  read 
to  the  plaintiff  the  will  of  Joshua  Nunn, 
and  explained  to  the  plaintiff  the  doubts 
and  difficulties  arising  thereon,  and  stated 
to  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant  Pigge  had 
made  up  his  mind  to  defend  his  title  to  the 
estate  in  question,  and,  at  the  same  time, 
signified  his  (Goodwin's)  impression  that 
the  attomies  whom  the  plaintiff  had  con- 
sulted, thought  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  the  estate.  Goodwin  also  stated 
that  the  defendant  Pigge  had  always  enter- 
tained a  kindly  feeling  towards  his  wife's 
relations,  and  having  no  children  of  his  own, 
his  intention  was  to  remember  them  in  his 
will ;  and  that  upon  a  former  occasion, 
when  a  claim  was  made  by  four  persons  of 
the  name  of  Pittock,  being  the  next-of-kin 
of  Joshua  Nunn,  to  certain  monies  under 
his  will,  he  had  settled  the  sum  of  1,000/. 
upon  them,  payable  at  his  death,  which, 
upon  a  sale,  produced  them  the  sum  of  125/. 
each,  and  if  the  plaintiff  was  willing  to  take 
that  sum,  the  defendant  Pigge  would  autho- 
rize him  to  pay  it,  upon  the  plaintiff^s  exe- 
cuting a  release  to  put  an  end  to  all  doubts 
upon  the  subject,  and  he,  Goodwin,  had  no 
hesitation  in  saying,  that,  in  his  opinion, 
such  an  arrangement  would  be  more  bene- 
ficial to  him,  than  running  the  risk  of  a  law- 
suit, or  words  to  that  effect.  Goodwin  fur- 
ther deposed,  that,  in  such  observations, 
the  plaintiff  seemed  perfectly  to  acquiesce, 
and  such  offer  was  accepted  by  him,  and  at 
his  instance,  he  (Goodwin)  promised  to  pre- 
pare the  necessary  documents  with  as  much 
speed  as  possible :  the  documents  (being  an 
agreement  and  a  copy  release  of  the  plain- 
tiffs interest  in,  and  surrender  of  the  estate) 
were  accordingly  prepared ;  and,  on  the  fol- 
lowing day,  the  plaintiff  came  again  to 
Goodwin's  office,  when  the  persons  present 
were  Goodwin  and  his  clerk ;  that  the  agree- 
ment having  been  read  over  to  the  plaintiff 
he  seemed  perfectly  to  understand  the  mean- 
ing, purport,  and  effect  thereof;  a  release, 
by  the  plaintiff,  of  the  premises  was  after- 
wards executed,  and  a  surrender  taken  firom 
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the  plamtiffy  by  Groodwin,  as  deputy  steward 
of  the  manor  of  Hadleigh,  which  the  plain- 
tiif  appeared  perfectly  to  understand  ;  im- 
mediately afterwards,  Goodwin  apprised  the 
plaintiff,  that,  by  the  last  instrument,  he 
gave  up  any  right  he  might  have  to  the 
Hadleigh  estate,  and  then  paid,  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant  Pigge,  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of 
12«'>^.,  who  signed  the  following  acknowledg- 
ment for  the  same,  viz.,  "  Mr.  Goodwin  gave 
me  a  cheque  for  1 25/.,  the  sum  agreed  to  be 
paid  by  Mr.  Pigge,  for  the  purchase  of  any 
right  or  interest  I  may  have  in  the  Hadleigh 
estate,  in  Angel-street,  late  of  Joshua  Nunn." 
Tlie  defendant  Pigge  was  not  present  at  the 
last-mentioned  meeting,  and  the  witness 
Goodwin  permitted  the  documents  to  be 
signed  by  the  plaintiff  without  any  solicitor 
being  employed  on  his  behalf,  because 
Mr.  Goodwin  was  led  to  suppose  and  believe 
that  the  plaintiff  was  acting  advisedly 
in  coming  to  see  the  defendant  Pigge,  par- 
ticularly as  the  plaintiff  stated  that  he  was 
acting  under  the  advice  of  his  master,  and 
from  a  silence  of  nearly  five  years  (that  is, 
since  the  year  1 832,  when  the  plaintiff  first 
laid  claim  to  the  estate),  he,  Goodwin,  was 
led  to  believe  that  the  plaintiff  had  been 
advised  that  his  claim  to  the  estate  could 
not  be  substantiated ;  and  in  the  next  place, 
the  two  documents  were  so  short  and  simple, 
that  it  seemed  quite  impossible  that  he 
should  misunderstand  them ;  and  lastly,  the 
plaintiff  was  a  perfect  stranger  in  Lynn,  and 
unacquainted  with  any  of  the  solicitors  re- 
siding there.  The  witness  Goodwin,  on  his 
cross-examination  by  the  plaintiff,  admitted 
that  at  the  time  of  the  signing  of  the  two 
documents  by  the  plaintiff,  he  considered 
there  was  some  doubt  as  to  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  will  of  J.  Nunn,  and  that 
he  prepared  the  documents  under  that  im- 
pression. The  estate  was  valued  by  B. 
Morgan,  a  brother-in-law  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  who  had  known  the  property  for  ten 
years  last  past,  at  1,500/.  Some  correspon- 
dence took  place  in  the  month  of  September 
1 832,  between  the  plaintiff's  solicitors  and 
the  defendant  Pigge*s  solicitor,  with  refer- 
ence to  the  plaintiff's  claim  to  the  Hadleigh 
estate,  and  on  the  8th  of  that  month,  the 
latter  wrote  to  the  former  as  follows : — 
**  Gentlemen, — We  are  favoured  with  your 
letter  of  the  6th  instant,  and  in  reply,  we 
beg  to  say,  we  consider  your  client,  Mr. 


Goymour,  has  no  claim  whatever  to  the 
Hadleigh  family  estate,  and  we  think  that 
you  will  be  of  the  same  opinion  when  we 
tell  you  that  Mrs.  Pigge  suiTered  a  recovery 
of  the  estate,  being  advised  that  she  took  an 
estate  tail,  or  if  she  took  an  estate  for  life 
only,  the  remainders  were  contingent.  In 
either  case  Mrs.  Pigge,  as  the  only  child 
and  heiress-at-law  of  Mr.  J.  Nunn,  the 
testator,  by  the  recovery  acquired  the  fee ; 
indeed,  under  any  circumstances,  the  limi- 
tation to  Nunn  Goymour  was  void,  because 
it  was  to  take  effect  upon  a  general  failure 
of  issue,  and  therefore  too  remote."  The 
premises  (together  with  other  property), 
were  mortgaged  by  the  defendant  Pigge  to 
the  defendant  Veargitt,  for  securing  the  sum 
of  1,600/.  and  interest,  and  he  denied  having 
received  any  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  claim 
previously  to  being  made  a  party  to  the 
present  suit.  The  plaintiff's  bill  was  filed 
in  the  month  of  September  1842. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Edward  White, 
for  the  plaintiff. — As  to  the  true  construction 
of  the  will  of  J.  Nunn,  the  words,  "child  of 
the  body,"  are  clearly  words  of  purchase ; 
the  passage  on  which  the  defendant  Pigge 
principally  relies,  is  that  beginning  "  but  in 
case  my  said  daughter  Mary  Ann  depart 
this  life  without  leaving  issue  of  her  body, 
lawfully  begotten,  or  having  issue,  and  such 
issue  shall  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  without  leaving  lawful  issue  lawfully 
to  be  begotten,  then  I  give,"  &c.,  but  there 
the  term  "  issue"  means  children  before 
named. 

2  Powell  on  Devises^  537. 

Ginffer  d.  White  v.  White,  Willes,  348. 

Goodright  v.  Dunham ,  1  Doug.  264. 

Bamfield  v.  Popham,  1  P.  Wms.  54. 

Doe  d.  Lyde  v,  Lyde,  1  Term  Rep.  596. 
If  the  words,  "  without  leaving  issue  of  her 
body,"  be  taken  alone,  Mrs.  Pigge  would 
only  take  a  life  estate  in  the  property,  but 
adding  the  following  words,  "  or  having 
issue  (f.  e.  children),  and  such  issue  shaU 
die  under  twenty-one  years  of  age  without 
leaving  issue,"  &c.,  there  is  an  express 
reference  to  the  former  limitations  of  the 
will.  The  limitation  over,  it  is  submitted, 
is  clearly  good,  Mrs.  Pigge  having  a  life 
estate  only,  with  a  limitation  over,  with  a 
double  aspect. 

Carter  v.  Bentall,  2  Bea.  551 ;  s.  c.  9 
Law  J.  Rep,  (n.s.)  Chanc.  303. 
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Doe  d.  Davy  v.  Bumsall^  6  Term  Rep. 
30 ;  s.  c.  by  the  name  of  Bumsall  y. 
Davy,  1  Bos.  &  Pul.  215. 

Doe  d.  Oilman  v.  Elvey,  4  East,  313. 

Malcohn  v.  Taylor^  2  Russ.  &  Myl.  416. 

Ellicomhe  v.  Gompertz^  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  127. 
The  recovery  suffered  in  1816  did  not  de- 
stroy the  estate  and  remainders  over,  the 
same  being  copyhold,  though,  in  the  corre- 
spondence in  1832,  between  the  plaintiff's 
solicitors  and  the  defendant's  solicitor,  no 
intimation  is  given  by  the  latter  that  the 
property  was  of  copyhold  tenure.  As  re- 
gards the  validity  of  the  agreement  and  sur- 
render and  release  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  Pigge,  by  his  answer,  admits  the 
estate  in  1837  to  have  been  worth  900/.; 
the  plaintiff,  as  it  were,  impromptu,  without 
the  presence  or  advice  of  any  solicitor  on 
his  part,  and  distressed  in  circumstances  as 
he  was,  received  the  125/.,  looking  upon  it 
as  assistance  charitably  rendered  by  the 
defendant  Pigge  to  a  poor  connexion,  in 
the  same  way  as  the  defendant  had  previ- 
ously rendered  assistance  to  other  persons 
similarly  connected  with  him,  viz.  the  Pit- 
tocks,  who  were  also,  like  the  plaintiff, 
relatives  of  his  deceased  wife.  In  short,  the 
transaction  is  one  which  cannot  possibly 
stand,  the  parties  not  meeting  on  equal  terms, 
and  advantage  having  been  taken  of  the 
plaintiff's  distress — Wood  v.  Abrey(X)\ 
and  in  a  case  like  the  present,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  make  out  a  deliberate  or  pre- 
conceived case  of  fraud.  It  will  be  perhaps 
argued,  for  the  defendant  Pigge,  that  the 
transaction  was  merely  the  compromise  of  a 
doubtful  right ;  the  ans^^r  to  which  is,  that 
even  were  such  the  case,  it  must  be  shewn 
that  the  party  giving  up  his  right  knew  the 
value  of  the  property  released  by  him  ;  and 
in  the  present  case,  the  price  paid  to  the 
plaintiff  was  grossly  inadequate,  according 
to  the  defendant  Pigge's  own  admission,  and 
the  plaintiff  had  no  means  of  investigating 
the  facts,  whereas  the  defendant  Pigge  was 
intimately  acquainted  with  the  value  and 
particulars  relating  to  the  estate,  having 
been  in  possession  of  it  for  many  years  past. 
The  plaintiff,  therefore,  asks  a  declaration 
by  the  Court,  that  the  defendant  Pigge  is  a 
trustee  for  him,  and  that  he  is  bound  to  pay 
to   the  plaintiff  the  amount  of  rents  and 

(1)  8  Mad.  417. 


profits  received  by  him  since  1882,  deducting 
therefrom  the  sum  of  125/.  The  defendant, 
Veaigitt,  the  mortgagee,  can  have  no  relief 
if  he  had  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  title  at  the 
time  the  mortgage  was  executed. 

Mr.  G,  Turner  and  Mr,  Chandleas,  for 
the  defendant  Pigge.— -Supposing  the  Court 
finally  to  decide  that  the  transaction  cannot 
stand,  the  points  in  the  will  roust  be  tried 
in  a  court  of  law,  no  trust  arising  out  of  the 
case.  Mary  Ann  Nunn,  afterwards  Pigge, 
must,  if  the  general  scope  and  object  of  the 
will,  is  duly  regarded,  be  held  to  have  taken 
an  estate  tail ;  the  estate  is  not  to  pass  from 
the  eldest  child  to  the  second  child  until  the 
issue  of  the  eldest  child  is  exhausted.  The 
testator  has  used  the  words,  **  his  or  her 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever;"  and  his  inten- 
tion was,  that  the  issue  should  take,  whether 
through  the  words  of  limitation,  **  his  heirs 
and  assigns,"  or  through  the  limitation  to 
the  second  child,  if  there  should  be  no  issue 
of  the  first  child ;  and  the  next  clause  of 
the  will  evinces  a  clear  intention,  that  as 
long  as  there  was  issue,  such  issue  should 
take  in  a  regular  course  of  devolution ;  and 
the  former  parts  of  the  will  exhibit  an  inten- 
tion in  favour  of  all  the  issue.  The  testa- 
tor's primary  object  was  to  provide  for  his 
daughter  and  her  children,  and  it  is  most 
improbable  that  he  could  have  intended  the 
estate  to  go  over,  if  no  child  of  his  daughter 
was  living  at  her  death,  to  the  exclusion  of 
the  issue  of  such  child.  Where  an  estate  is 
to  go  to  a  succession  of  issue,  an  estate  tail 
is  created ;  and  the  only  question  in  the  pre- 
sent case  is,  whether  this  is  an  estate  tail  in 
the  mother  or  the  children.  The  reason- 
able conclusion  is,  that  it  is  in  the  mother ; 
for  otherwise,  suppose  the  first  child  had 
died  in  her  life,  leaving  issue,  such  issue 
could  not  take,  because  it  could  only  take 
under  its  parent,  who  never  took ;  there 
must,  theiH^ore,  be  an  estate  taD  in  tbe 
daughter  of  the  testator,  and  not  in  her 
children ;  and  it  is  not,  at  all  events,  asking 
too  much  of  the  Court  to  decide  that  this  is 
an  estate  tail  in  remainder  after  &jlure  of 
children.  In  Franks  y.  Price (2\  an  estate 
tail  was  implied.  In  Gordon  v.  Gordon  (3), 
where  a  question  of  legitimacy  arose,  the 
Court  did  not  enter  into  that  point,  but 

(2)  3 Bear.  182;  8.c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chaoe. 
883. 
(8)  1  Men  141. 
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decided  in  the  first  instmce,  whether  the 
compromise  was  a  valid  one ;  at  present,  all 
that  need  be  shewn  here  is,  that  the  point 
to  be  decided  is  a  doubtful  one,  and  a  strictly 
proper  case  for  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law. 
In  Ginger  d.  White  v.  White^  and  the  other 
cases  cited  for  the  plaintiff,  liie  expressions 
used  here,  extending  the  limitations  to  all 
the  issue,  are  not  to  be  found :  besides,  the 
Court  always  endeavours  to  carry  into  effect 
the  general  intention  of  the  testator,  which 
is  clear  in  this  case.  As  to  the  other  branch 
of  the  case  before  the  Court,  the  Court  cannot 
believe,  having  regard  to  the  evidence  of 
Morgan,  the  land  surveyor,  and  the  corre- 
spondence proved,  that  Uie  plaintiff  did  not 
know,  in  the  year  1832,  that  the  estate 
was  of  copyhold  tenure;  and  the  plaintiff's 
letters  to  the  defendant  Pigge,  it  must  be 
observed,  bear  the  stamp  of  considerable 
acuteness  of  intellect.  The  case,  moreover, 
was  properly  and  fiilly  explained  to  the 
plaintiff  by  the  solicitor  of  the  defendant 
Pigge,  and  during  the  interval  that  passed 
between  April  1837  and  1840,  nothing  more 
is  heard  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  to  the  estate ; 
and  in  the  communication  of  the  plaintiff  to 
the  solicitor  of  the  defendant  Pigge,  on  the 
7th  of  February  1840,  no  complaint  is  made 
of  the  sale  effected  in  April  1837,  but  a 
mere  appeal  is  made  to  the  defendant's 
bounty.  There  has  been  no  suppression  of 
fiusts  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  Pigge, 
and  the  dealing  was  not  for  the  land,  but 
merely  a  doubtful  interest  therein.  It 
clearly  appears,  from  the  evidence,  that  the 
allegations  contained  in  the  bill,  to  the  effect 
that  the  plaintiff  believed  he  was  signing  only 
a  mere  receipt  for  the  \2bL  when  he  signed 
the  agreement  and  release  and  surrender, 
and  that  the  documents  were  not  explained  to 
him,  and  that  he  had  since  discovered  his 
title  to  the  estate,  are  totally  without  foun- 
dation. It  is  not  the  defendant's  purpose 
to  contend,  that  a  recovery  of  copyholds 
will  bar  contingent  remainders,  a  fact  which 
is  not  generally  known ;  and  it  is,  on  the 
whole,  submitted,  that  there  is  no  sufficient 
case  made  out  by  the  plaintiff  for  setting 
the  compromise  aside,  unless  in  all  cases  of 
compromise  it  is  to  be  held,  that  profes- 
sional advisers  must  be  present  on  behalf 
of  both  the  parties  thereto. 

The  other  cases  cited  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendant Pigge 


Doe  d.  Lean  v.  Zean,  1  Q.B.  Rep.  229 ; 

8.  s.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (m.s.)  Q.B.  60. 
Lewie  d.  Ormond  v.  Waters,  6  East,  336. 
Eedaile  v.  Gall,  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  540 ; 

s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  133. 
Parr  v.  Swindells,  4  Russ.  283;  s.  c. 

6  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  99. 
Nicholl  V.  Nicholl,  2  W.  Black.  1159. 
Tarbuck  v.  Tarbuck,  2  Jarm.  on  Wills, 

875. 
Hutchinson  v.  Stephens,  1  Keen,  240. 
Grimshawe  y.  Pickup,  9  Sim.  591. 

Mr,  Rogers,  for  the  defendant  Veargitt, 
the  mortgagee,  asked  that  the  bill  might  be 
dismissed  as  against  him,  and  that  the  costs 
might  be  added  to  the  amount  due  to  him 
on  his  security. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  stating 
the  limitations  in  the  will  of  Joshua  Nunn, 
and  the  claims  made  by  the  two  parties, 
proceeded  as  follows : — The  plaintiff  had 
clearly  some  suspicion  of  his  right  to  the 
estate  soon  after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Pigge,  in 
1832,  for  shortly  after  that  event  inquiry 
was  made  by  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  his  interest  in  the  estate,  and 
notice  was  given  by  the  witness  Morgan  to 
the  tenants  not  to  pay  their  rents  to  any 
person,  except  the  person  claiming  under 
the  ultimate  devise  contained  in  the  testator's 
will.  In  the  same  year  the  plaintiff  employ- 
ed Messrs.  Cole  &  Co.  as  his  solicitors,  who 
made  applications  by  letter  to  the  defendant 
Piggy's  solicitor,  relative  to  the  plaintiff's 
clsum,  but  little  that  is  material  is  to  be  col- 
lected from  that  correspondence.  The  long 
interval  that  then  elapsed,  without  any  step 
being  taken  by  the  plaintiff,  shews  that  he 
could  not  satisfy  himself  that  his  claim  was 
well  founded.  The  plaintiff,  a  labouring 
man,  but  at  the  same  time  an  intelligent 
person,  considering  his  station  of  life,  in  1 837 
obtains  a  loan  from  his  master  of  a  small  sum 
of  money,  to  enable  him  to  make  a  journey 
to  the  defendant's  place  of  residence,  for 
the  purpose  not  of  asking  for  or  demanding 
a  right,  but  requesting  assistance.  Having 
arrived  at  the  defendant  Pigge's  residence, 
the  claim  that  had  been  formerly  made  by 
the  plaintiff's  solicitors  was  referred  to  by  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendant  Pigge,  after  some 
conversation  with  the  plaintiff,  desires  the 
plaintiff  to  go  to  an  inn  at  Lynn,  where  he 
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would  meet  him  on  the  next  day  but  one 
(Monday),  and  he  at  the  same  time  writes  a 
letter,  which  he  desires  the  plaintiff  to  deliver 
to  his  solicitor,  Goodwin,  and  which  was  as 
follows: — "Hedeham,  April  15th,  1837. — 
Dear  Sir, — The  bearer  is  Mr.  John  Goymour, 
who  has  been  advised  by  his  master  to  come 
over.     I  have  requested  him  to  deliver  this 
to  you  this  evening;  have  the  goodness  to 
give  it  consideration,  and  I  will  be  in  Lynn 
and  see  you  on  Monday  morning. — Dear 
Sir,  respectfully  yours,  Andrew  Pigge.     I 
have  directed  him  to  remain  at  the  Star 
(should  you  wish  to  see  him),  till  I  come." 
This   proceeding  resulted   in   the  plaintiff 
signing  an  agreement,  in  which  he  gave  up 
his  right,  and  agreed  to  surrender  to  the  de- 
fendant Pigge  the  copyhold  estate  in  consi- 
deration of  the  sum  of  125/.     If  the  agree- 
ment had  been  a  fair  one,  and  on  just  terms, 
all  would  have  been  right,  but  not  so,  if  not 
entered  into  on  equal  terras.     Here  is  a 
poor  labouring  man  introduced  to  the  de- 
fendant's attorney  at  Lynn,  on  the  15th  of 
April,  who  delivers  the  letter  written  by  the 
defendant  Pigge  to  his  attorney,  and  on  the 
next  day  but  one,  the  defendant  Pigge  him- 
self goes   to  Lynn,  and  accompanies   the 
plaintiff  to  his,  the  defendant's,  attorney. 
[Here,  his  Lordship  read  the  evidence  of  the 
witness  Goodwin  already  stated.]     But  how 
can  it  be  believed,  having  regard  to  the  evi- 
dence adduced,  that  when  the  plaintiff  exe- 
cuted the  release  and  made  the  surrender, 
his   interest,  or   the  will  under  which  he 
claimed,  could   have   been  understood   by 
him  ?  and  if  his  interest  had  been  under- 
stood by  him,  was  it  likely  that  the  plaintiff 
would  have  conveyed  it  away  for    1 25/.  ? 
First  of  all,  the  defendant  Pigge's  solicitor 
placed  himself  in  a  situation  in  which  it  was 
almost  impossible  for  a  person  to  walk  up- 
rightly.    He  tells  the  plaintiff  that  the  de- 
fendant Pigge  will  defend  the  matter,  and 
that  he  meant  to  do  something  for  his  wife's 
relations,  to  whom  he  was  well  attached. 
How  then  did  the  plaintiff  understand  all 
that  ought  to  be  understood  by  a  person  enter- 
ing into  a  compromise  with  his  opponent  ? 
The  parties  were  not  on  equal  terms.     The 
knowledge  of  the  facts  was  on  one  side  only. 
I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  a  compromise 
cannot  take  place  between  parties  without 
the  intervention  of  attomies  or  solicitors  on 
both  sides,  but  I  will  say  that  a  compro- 


mise cannot  be  approTed  of,  where  one  party 
knows  only  so  much  of  his  rights  as  the 
opposite  party  chooses  to  apprise  him  of. 
The  nature  of  the  doubts  and  difliculties  in 
the  case,  the  professional  protection  afforded 
on  the  one  side,  and  not  the  other,  and  the 
situation  in  which  the  parties  were  placed, 
renders  it  inequitable  that  such  a  transacdon 
as  this  should  stand,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
to  determine  that  a  deliberate  fraud  has  been 
practised  here  by  the  solicitor ;  that  ought 
to  have  been  done  in  reality,  which  was  only 
assumed  to  be  done  in  this  case.  I  will  con- 
sider the  cases  that  have  been  cited,  and  if  I 
can  decide  the  question  of  construction  satis- 
fiictorily,  I  will  do  so :  if  not,  I  must  send  it 
for  the  consideration  of  a  court  of  law.  The 
defendant  Pigge  has  prevented  the  plaintiff 
having  recourse  to  a  court  of  law,  and  now 
says  the  plaintiff  ought  to  go  there.  To  this 
I  cannot  assent.  The  defendant,  the  mort- 
gagee, is  not  brought  here  for  the  purpose  of 
the  plaintiff  redeeming  him,  nor  is  it  shewn 
that  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  amount  claimed 
to  be  due  to  him  on  his  security. 

May  6. — The  Master  of  the  Rolls 
(after  reading  the  will).— The  defendant 
Pigge  says,  the  estate  given  to  the  tes- 
tator's daughter,  Mary  Ajm,  was  an  estate 
tail,  and  that  by  means  of  the  recovery 
subsequently  suffered,  the  same  became  an 
estate  in  fee  simple,  and  vested  absolutely 
in  him ;  on  the  contrary,  the  plaintiff  says, 
Mary  Ann  took  merely  an  estate  for  her 
life,  and  that  under  the  devise  over  he 
became  absolutely  entitled.  The  words 
used  (in  my  opinion)  by  the  testator,  confer 
successive  estates  tail  to  the  children  of 
Mary  Ann ;  the  words  "  in  case  my  said 
daughter  Mary  Ann  shall  die  without  leav- 
ing issue  of  her  body,  &c.  or  having  issue, 
and  such  issue  shall  die  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,"  &c.  must  be  considered 
with  reference  to  the  preceding  clause,  and 
"  such  issue,"  must  mean  children  of  Mary 
Ann,  to  whom  the  estate  was  to  go  over, 
subject  to  her  life  estate;  there  was  no 
estate  tail  by  implication  given  to  the  mother, 
and  the  plaintiff  is,  ther^ore,  entitled  abso- 
lutely to  the  estate  under  the  gift  over. 
There  must  be  an  account  taken  of  the  rents 
received  by  the  defendant  Pigge  during  the 
six  years  last  past.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  redeem  the  defendant  Yeaigitt's  mortgage 
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if  he  chooses  to  do  so,  hut  it  must  he  under 
the  ordinary  form  of  a  decree  for  redemption. 
If  the  plaintiff  declines  to  redeem  the  mort- 
gage, Uie  hill  must  he  dismissed  against  the 
defendant  Veargitt  with  costs,  and  the  costs 
added  to  his  security,  hut  the  plaintiff  will 
he  entitled  to  he  recouped,  hy  the  defendant 
Pigge,  the  costs  that  may  he  thus  added  to 
the  security.  The  prayer  for  general  relief 
will  enahle  the  Court  to  carry  on  the  suit  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  the  necessary  accounts ; 
monies  expended  in  lasting  improvements 
hy  the  mortgagee  will  he  allowed  him  also, 
having  r^ard  to  the  nature  of  the  property 
comprised  in  the  security. 


JOSEPH  V.  TYNDALL. 


K.  Bbuce,  V.C.\ 
April  16.       / 

Process — 1st  Order  af  April  1842— Sta- 
tute 2  Will.  4.  c.  33. — Sth  Order  of  August 
1841. 

The  \ti  Order  of  April  1842,  held, 
applicable  to  a  defendant^  for  whom  an  ap- 
pearanee  had  been  enteredf  under  the  pro- 
visions  of  the  2  WiU.  4.  c.  33.  and  the 
4^5  Will,  4.  c.  82,  and  for  whom  no 
appearance  had  been  entered  under  the  %th 
Order  of  August  1841. 

The  defendant  Tyndall  was  served  with 
a  suhpoena  while  resident  ahroad,  and  an 
appearance  was  entered  for  him  under  the 
provisions  of  the  2  Will.  4.  c.  33.  and  the 
4&5  Will.  4.  c.  82(1). 

The  defendant  did  not  put  in  any  answer 
within  due  time  after  such  appearance  had 
heen  entered,  or  take  any  steps  in  the  cause. 

By  the  1st  Order  of  April  1842  (2),  it  is 
ordered,  "  that,  in  cases  where  the  defen- 
dant shall  not  have  put  in  his  answer  in 
due  time  after  appearance,  and  the  plaintiff 
shall  he  unahle,  with  due  diligence,  to  pro- 
care  a  writ  of  attachment  to  he  executed 
against  such  defendant,  hy  reason  of  his 
being  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court, 
or  hemg  concealed,  or  fo^  any  other  cause, 
tlien  such  defendant  shall,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  Order,  he  deemed  to  have  ahsconded 
to  avoid  the  process  of  this  Court."  And 
it  is  further  ordered,  *'  that  in  cases  where 

(1)  Seeante,  p.  28. 

(2)  OnL  Can.  195 ;  11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.b.)  Chano. 
430. 

New  Seeibs,  XIII.— Chanc. 


a  defendant,  who  may  he  so  deemed  to  have 
ahsconded,  shall  have  had  an  appearance 
entered  for  him  under  the  Sth  Order  of  the 
26th  of  August  1841,  and  he  shall  afterwards 
have  appeared  by  his  own  clerk  in  court,  the 
Court  may,  on  motion  of  the  plaintiff,  (on 
heing  satisfied  hy  the  plaintiff  that  certain 
requisitions,  therein  stated,  had  been  com- 
plied with,)  order  that  the  bill  may  he  taken 
pro  confesso  against  such  defendant." 

Mr.  John  Adams  moved  under  this  Order, 
that  the  bill  should  be  taken  pro  confesso 
against  the  defendant  Tyndall.  He  stated 
that  there  was  a  difficulty  in  this  case,  owing 
to  the  words  of  the  Order  heing,  "  where  a 
defendant  has  had  an  appearance  entered 
for  him  under  the  8th  Order,"  whereas, 
in  this  case,  an  appearance  had  been  entered 
for  him  under  die  provisions  of  the  two 
above-mentioned  acts  of  parliament.      * 

Knight  Brucb,  V.C.  said,  he  thought 
this  case  came  within  the  Order ;  and  that 
he  might,  on  heing  satisfied  that  the  requi- 
sitions of  the  Order  had  been  complied  with, 
order  the  hill  to  he  taken  pro  confesso 
against  the  defendant.  He  added,  that  he 
thought  it  Was  not  necessary  to  serve  the 
defendant  with  such  order. 

The  proper  evidence  having  heen  adduced, 
it  was  ordered  that  the  clerk  of  records  and 
writs  should  attend  with  the  record  of  the 
bill  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  and  that  the 
hill  should  then  be  taken  pro  confesso  against 
the  defendant. 


BULWEK  V.  ASTLEV. 


L.C. 

1843. 
May  29,  31; 

June 

1844. 
April 

Annuity — Tenant  for  Life  and  Remain- 
der-man, 

A.  granted  several  annuities^  which  he 
charged  on  real  estate,  and  entered  into  a 
covenant  to  pay;  and  also  gave  a  warrant 
of  attorney  to  confess  judgment  for  double  the 
consideration  money.  The  annuities  might 
be  **  repurchased"  or  **  redeemed**  by  him 
upon  certain  conditions.  A,  by  his  will,  gave 
several  legacies  and  annuities,  and  devised  his 
real  estates  to  trustees,  to  raise  money,  in 
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aid  of  his  personal  estate,  to  pay  debts,  except 
mortgage  debts,  and  legacies  and  annuities 
thereby  given,  and  to  raise  500L  per  annum 
out  of  the  rents,  as  an  accumulating  fund  for 
discharging  the  mortgages;  and,  subject  as 
aforesaid,  he  devised  his  real  estates  to  fV, 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  children  in 
strict  settlement.  His  personal  estate  was 
insufficient : — Held,  that  W,  the  tenant  for 
life,  was  not  bound  to  pay  the  annuities,  but 
that  they  ought  to  be  valued,  and  the  tenant 
for  life  was  to  keep  down  the  interest  on  such 
value  only, 

William  Earle  Bulwer,  by  his  will,  dated 
tbe  20th  of  February  1803,  after  directing 
payment  of  his  debts,  and  giving  divers 
legacies,  bequeathed  to  Maigaret  Johnson 
an  annuity  of  10/.  during  her  life,  and  to 
Haftiet  Keeler  an  annuity  of  251,  during 
her  life,  for  her  separate  use ;  and  he  autho- 
rized his  executors  to  provide  funds  for 
answering  the  several  annuities  thereby 
given,  by  investing  sufficient  money  either 
in  the  public  fiinds  or  on  real  securities,  to 
produce  an  annual  income  sufficient  to  dis- 
charge the  same  respectively  (which  money, 
afler  the  determination  of  the  annuities,  was 
to  return  to  and  become  part  of  his  per- 
sonal estate  for  the  purposes  of  his  will),  or 
by  sinking  money  in  the  purchase  of  annui- 
ties during  the  Hves  of  the  annuitants  re- 
spectively, or  by  any  other  advisable  method, 
at  the  discretion  of  his  executors.  And  the 
testator  thereby  gave  and  devised  all  his  real 
estate  to  Sir  Jacob  Henry  Astley,  Edward 
Coke,  and  James  Coldham,  in  fee,  in  the 
first  place,  by  one  or  more  mortgages  in 
fee  or  for  a  term  of  years,  to  levy  and  raise 
such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  they  should 
in  their  discretion  think  necessary  to  be 
applied  in  aid  of,  or  in  addition  to,  the  other 
funds  thereby  provided  for  the  dischai^  of 
his  debts  (except  those  due  on  mortgage), 
and  the  annuities  and  legacies  thereby  given : 
and  upon  further  trust,  out  jof  the  annual 
rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  said  real 
estate,  to  raise  and  levy  in  manner  therein 
mentioned,  the  dear  yearly  sum  of  500/., 
until  the  whole  of  the  mortgages  due  and 
owing  upon  his  estates,  or  any  part  thereof, 
at  the  time  of  his  decease,  should  be  paid 
off  and  provided  for;  and  subject  thereto,  in 
trust  for  William  Earle  Lytton  Bulwer  (the 
plaintiff)  during  his  life,  and  after  his  de- 


cease in  trust  for  his  first  and  other  sons 
successively  in  tail  male.  And  the  will 
contained  trusts  for  accumulating,  during 
the  minority  of  the  plaintiff,  all  such  part  of 
the  rents  of  the  said  real  estate  as  should  not 
be  required  for  maintaining  him ;  and  such 
accumulations  were  to  be  applied  to  the 
same  purposes  as  the  fonds  arising  from  the 
said  annual  sum  of  500/.  And  the  testator 
declared  that  the  said  annual  sum  of  5001. 
should  be  an  accumulating  fund  for  the 
payment  of  the  mortgage  debt  or  debts  which 
should  be  charged  on  his  real  estates,  or 
applied  in  reduction  or  discharge  thereof  as 
often  as  might  be,  and  should,  in  the  mean 
time,  be  invested  in  the  public  funds,  or  in 
real  securities  in  the  names  of  the  trustees, 
and  the  dividends  and  interest  thereof  from 
time  to  time  be  added  to  the  principal: 
provided  that  the  said  annual  sum  of  500/., 
and  the  accumulations  thereof,  or  the  interest 
or  dividends  to  be  derived  therefirom,  should 
not  in  anywise  be  applied  in  payment  of 
any  interest  which  should  become  due  on 
such  mortgage  or  mortgages  after  his  de- 
cease, but  only  in  discharge  of  the  principal 
money ;  and  that  the  interest  should  be  from 
time  to  time  paid  by  and  with  the  rents  of 
the  testator's  real  estate.  And  the  testator 
gave  all  his  personal  estate  to  the  executors 
and  trustees,  upon  trust  to  convert  it  into 
money,  and  apply  it  in  payment  of  his 
funeral  expenses,  the  expenses  of  erecting  a 
monument,  his  debts  and  legacies,  and  to 
provide  for  the  annuities  given  by  the  will, 
and  also  in  or  towards  payment  of  any 
money  which  should  be  raised  by  any  mort- 
gage of  his  real  estate,  or  any  part  thereof, 
in  pursuance  of  his  will,  or  of  any  money 
charged  thereupon  at  the  time  of  his  decease. 
By  an  indenture,  dated  the  22nd  of 
August  1806,  and  made  between  the  said 
W.  E.  Bulwer,  of  the  one  part,  and  John 
Bentley  and  Kirk  Boott  of  the  other  part, 
after  reciting  a  memorandum  of  agreement, 
dated  the  12th  of  July  1806,  and  made 
between  W.  £.  Bulwer,  of  the  one  part,  and 
the  said  J.  Bentley,  and  K.  Boott,  and 
Louisa  Carter,  and  Cordelia  Skeeles,  of  the 
other  part,  by  which  it  was  agreed,  that 
W.  E.  Bulwer  should  grant  an  annuity  as 
therein  mentioned;  and  that  all  expenses 
of  the  sale  and  purchase  of  the  annuity 
should  be  borne  by.  Bulwer;  and  that 
it  should  be  lawful  for  W.  £.  Bulwer,  his 
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hdrs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
to  repurchase  the  said  annuity;  and  fur- 
ther reciting,  that  in  part  performance  of 
the  said  agreement,  W.  E.  Bulwer  had  exe- 
cuted a  warrant  of  attorney,  hearing  even 
date  with  that  indenture,  to  confess  judg- 
ment against  him  at  the  suit  of  Bentley  and 
Boott  for  7,000^.  and  costs  of  suit,  for  hetter 
securing  the  due  payment  of  the  said  an- 
nuity; it  was  witnessed  that,  in  consider- 
ation of  3,500/.,  then  paid  hy  Bentley  and 
Boott  in  equal  proportions  to  W.  E.  Bulwer, 
he,  W.  £.  Bulwer,  granted  unto  Bentiey  and 
Boott,  as  tenants  in  common,  an  annuity 
of  389/.,  to  he  charged  upon  and  payahle 
during  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  if  four 
persons  therein  named,  or  the  survivors  or 
survivor  of  th^m,  should  so  long  live,  from 
and  out  of  the  hereditaments  therein  men- 
tioned and  described,  and  to  be  payable  by 
two  equal  half-yearly  payments,  on  the  22nd 
of  February  and  the  22nd  of  August  in  every 
year ;  with  powers  of  distress,  if  the  annuity 
should  be  unpaid  for  fourteen  days,  and 
powers  of  entry  if  default  should  be  made 
m  payment  of  the  annuity  for  twenty-eight 
days.  And  W«  E.  Bulwer  covenanted  to 
pay  the  said  annuity,  at  the  days  and  times, 
and  in  manner  thereinbefore  mentioned. 
And  it  was  further  witnessed,  that  in  case 
W.  £.  Bulwer,  his  heirs,  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, or  assigns,  should  at  any  time, 
after  the  12th  of  August  1808,  be  desirous 
of  repurchasing  the  said  annuity,  he  or  they 
should  be  at  liberty  to  do  so,  upon  giving 
three  calendar  months'  notice  in  writing  of 
such  desire,  and  paying  3,6942.  10«.,  being 
the  original  purchase-money  of  the  annuity, 
and  one  htdf-^yearly  payment  thereof  in 
advance,  tc^ther  with  all  arrears  that  should 
then  be  due ;  and  in  that  case,  Bentiey  and 
Boott,  their  respective  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  were  to  accept  and  take 
the  said  sum  of  3,694/.  10^.,  as  and  for  the 
price  of  repurchase,  and  in  satisfaction  and 
full  discharge  of  the  said  annuity  of  389/., 
and  from  thenceforth  the  said  annuity,  and 
all  payments  in  respect  thereof,  and  all 
powers  and  authorities  therein  contained 
for  recovering  the  same,  should  cease  and 
determine. 

By  another  indenture,  of  the  same  date 
and  in  the  same  form  as  the  last,  the  same 
estates  were,  in  consideration  of  1,000/., 
charged  with  an  annuity  of  111/,  for  four 


lives  to  L.  Carter;  and  by  another  inden- 
ture of  the  same  date  and  in  the  same  form 
as  the  preceding,  the  same  estates  were,  in 
consideration  of  500/.,  charged  with  an  an- 
nuity of  55/.  for  four  lives  to  C.  Skeeles. 

By  an  indenture  of  demise  made  between 
William  Earle  Bulwer,  of  the  first  part, 
John  Bentley  and  Kirk  Boott,  Louisa 
Carter  and  Cordelia  Skeeles,  of  the  second 
part,  and  G.  B.  Ballachey  and  W.  Webb, 
of  the  third  part,  of  even  date  with,  and 
reciting  severally  the  three  preceding  in- 
dentures, and  reciting,  as  to  the  first  of  such 
indentures,  that  it  contained  a  proviso  for 
the  '*  repurchase  or  redemption''  of  the  an- 
nuity of  389/.;  as  to  the  second,  that  it 
contained  a  proviso  for  the  "  redemption"  of 
the  said  annuity  of  111/. ;  and,  as  to  the 
third,  that  it  contained  a  proviso  for  the 
''repurchase"  of  the  said  annuity  of  55/.,  upon 
the  terms  and  conditions  in  the  said  inden- 
tures respectively  mentioned ;  William  Earle 
Bulwer  demised  the  hereditaments  charged 
with  the  annuities,  to  G.  B.  Ballachey  and 
W.  Webb,  for  the  term  of  3,000  years,  upon 
trust,  to  permit  William  Earle  Bulwer,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  to  receive  the  rents,  &c., 
until  default  should  be  made  in  payment  of 
the  several  annuities;  and  after  any  half- 
yearly  payment  of  the  same  should  be  behind 
or  unpaid  for  the  space  of  sixty  days,  upon 
trust,  to  sell  the  said  hereditaments,  and 
pay  the  expenses  of  such  sales  and  the 
arrears  of  the  annuities,  and  to  invest  the 
surplus  in  their  own  names,  and  by  the 
interest  thereof,  or  if  insufficient,  by  means 
of  the  principal  money,  to  pay  the  said  an- 
nuities; and,  subject  as  aforesaid,  upon 
trust  for  William  Earle  Bulwer,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns. 

The  testator  died  in  July  1807,  leaving 
his  widow,  and  the  plaintiff  his  eldest  son 
and  heir-at-law,  and  William  Henry  Lytton 
Earle  Bulwer,  and  Edward  George  Earle 
Lytton  Bulwer,  his  only  other  children,  him 
surviving. 

Margaret  Johnson  died  in  the  testator's 
lifetime. 

This  suit  was  instituted,  in  1808,  by 
W.  E.  L.  Bulwer  (then  an  infant),  against . 
the  executors  and  trustees  of  the  will,  and 
the  other  sons  of  the  testator,  for  the  admi- 
nistration of  the  testator's  estate ;  and  on 
the  10th  of  July  1809  a  decree  was  made, 
referring  it  to  the  Master  to  take  the  usual 
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accounts  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of 
the  testator.  The  Master,  by  his  report, 
dated  the  1st  of  May  1621,  found,  amongst 
other  charges  on  the  real  estate,  an  annuity 
of  32/.  to  Sarah  Savory  and  Nicholas  Savory, 
by  deeds,  dated  the  14th  of  June  1799,  and 
the  three  several  annuities  of  389/.,  111/., 
and  55/,;  which  annuities  he  found  had 
been,  by  virtue  of  a  stipulation  contained  in 
the  several  deeds  granting  the  same,  reduced 
to  350/.,  100/.,  and  50/.  respectively ;  and 
the  annuity  of  25/.  to  Harriet  Keeler.  And 
the  Master  stated  that  he  did  not  find  that 
any  part  of  the  sum  of  500/.  per  annum, 
which  ought  to  have  been  set  apart  for  pay- 
ment of  the  said  debts  and  incumbrances, 
since  the  plaintiff  attained  twenty-one,  had 
been  paid  into  court,  or  otherwise  set  apart 
to  accumulate,  and  that  the  whole  thereof 
remained  due. 

By  a  decree  made  on  the  hearing,  on 
further  directions,  dated  the  8th  of  March 
1822,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master,  to  in- 
quire what  incumbrances  there  were  affect- 
ing the  real  estates  of  the  testator ;  and  he 
was  to  state  the  particulars  and  amount  of 
such  incumbrances,  including  the  specialty 
and  simple  contract  debts  of  the  testator,  and 
of  his  father,  and  the  amount  of  the  interest 
which  was  due  on  such  incumbrances  and 
debts,  and  the  arrears  of  the  annuities 
charged  on  the  testator's  real  estates,  and 
whether  any  and  what  part  of  such  interest 
or  arrears  had  accrued  since  the  plaintiff 
attained  twenty-one,  and  whether  any  and 
what  part  of  Uie  500/.  per  annum,  which 
ought  to  have  been  set  apart  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  and  incumbrances,  since 
the  plaintiff  attained  twenty-one,  had  been 
paid  into  court,  or  otherwise  set  apart  to 
accumulate ;  or  whether  anything  and  what 
remained  due  on  account  thereof.  And  it 
was  declared  that  the  plaintiff,  having  been 
let  into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  testator's  real  estates,  was  bound  to 
keep  down  such  interest  and  annuities,  and 
also  the  annual  sum  of  500/.,  from  the  time 
he  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one,  (subject 
to  such  allowance  as  therein  mentioned) 
in  case  the  annual  rents  and  profits  of  the 
real  estates  were  sufiicient  to  answer  the 
same.  The  Master,  by  his  report,  dated 
the  27th  of  August  1824,  included  the  whole 
of  the  before-mentioned  annuities  amongst 
other  incumbrances  affecting  the  real  estate. 


Under  the  sanction  of  the  Court  an  act 
of  parliament  was  passed,  bearing  date  the 
21  St  of  June  1827,  whereby  the  whole  of 
the  said  estates  were  vested  in  William 
Merry  and  Legrew  Hesse,  upon  trust,  by  a 
transfer  or  consolidation  of  the  existiiig 
mortgages,  or  by  a  new  mortgage,  to  laiae 
money  to  pay  off  the  then  existing  mort- 
gages ;  and,  upon  further  trust,  to  sell  cer- 
tain parts  of  the  estates,  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  off  and  discharging  the  mortgagee 
and  other  incumbrances,  except  annuities, 
mentioned  in  the  Master's  report,  including 
the  specialty  and  simple  contract  debts  of 
the  testator. 

The  plaintiff  continued  to  pay  the  an* 
nuides  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
estates,  in  pursuance  of  the  order  of  the 
8ih  of  March  1822,  down  to  the  year  1842. 
The  accounts  of  the  testator's  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  were  carried  on,  and  seveiml 
orders  were,  from  time  to  time,  made  under 
the  decree  of  the  8th  of  March  1822,  the 
last  being  dated  the  23rd  of  March  1841. 

The  plaintiff  now  presented  a  petition  of 
rehearing,  alleging,  that  in  prosecuting  the 
last-mentioned  order  he  had  for  the  first 
time  discovered  that  the  several  annuities  of 
350/.  and  50/.  were,  in  fact,  although  also 
secured  on  the  estates,  debts  of  the  testator 
to  which  he  had  made  himself  personally 
liable,  and  that  the  annuity  of  32/.  was  in 
like  manner  a  debt  of  the  testator ;  and  that 
the  last-mentioned  annuities,  and  the  an- 
nuity of  25/.  given  by  the  will  ought  to  hare 
been  provided  for  out  of  the  personal  estate 
of  the  testator,  or  by  a  mortgage  of  a  sofii- 
dent  part  of  the  real  estates.  The  plaintiff 
submitted,  that  he  ought  not  to  have  been 
declared  bound  to  keep  down  such  annuities 
out  of  the  said  rents  and  profits :  that  the 
value  of  the  annuities  at  the  time  the  plain- 
tiff attained  twenty-one  ought  now  to  be 
ascertained,  and  that  he  ought  to  be  charged 
with  interest  only  at  4/.  per  cent,  on  such 
value  from  the  time  he  so  came  of  age,  and 
ought  to  be  repaid  out  of  the  estate  what  he 
should  have  paid  in  respect  of  such  annuities 
beyond  such  interest ;  and  that  a  sufficient 
sum  to  secure  and  provide  for  the  said  an- 
nuities for  the  time  to  come  ought  now  to 
be  raised  by  mortgage  of  the  said  estates, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  ought  for  the  futors 
to  be  bound,  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of 
the  estates,  to  keep  down  only  the  interest 
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on  the  sum  ao  to  be  laised  by  mortgage. 
The  petition  prayed  that  Bucb  part  of  Uie 
decree  of  the  8th  of  March  1822  might  be 
reveraedy  and  the  seyeral  orders  consequent 
thereon  varied  and  altered. 

The  plaintiff  married  in  1827,  and  there 
was  issue  of  the  maniage  a  son,  William 
Earle  Lytton  Gascoigne  Bulwer,  who  was 
then  the  first  tenant  in  tail  under  the  will  of 
the  testator. 

Mr^  Ttmiey,  Mr.  Humphrey,  and  Mr, 
Blunty  for  the  appellant,  contended,  that  with 
regard  to  the  annuities  given  by  the  will,  the 
testator  expressly  directed  that  they  should 
he  paid  by  an  investment  of  money  for  that 
purpose.  The  rents  of  the  real  estate  were, 
therefore,  clearly  exonerated  from  those  an- 
nuities. And  as  to  the  annuities  created  by 
the  different  indentures,  the  transactions 
were,  in  fact,  loans  of  money.  There  was  a 
covenant  to  pay — a  power  to  repurchase  or 
redeem — a  judgment  for  the  money  paid. 

Flayer  v.  Skerard,  Amb.  18. 

MeUor  v.  Lees,  2  Atk.  494. 

Lawley  v.  Hooper,  3  Ibid.  278. 

HoweU  V.  Price,  Prec.  in  Chanc.  477. 

Longuet  v.  Seawen,  1  Yes.  sen.  402. 
The  annuities  ought,  therefore,  to  be  con- 
sidered as  debts  of  the  testator,  and  be  borne 
by  the  corpus  of  the  estate,  and  not  thrown 
on  the  annual  rents. 

Air.  Roupell  and  Mr.  CoUyer,  for  the 
remainderman,  argued  that  the  earlier  cases, 
which  were  decided  when  a  grant  of  a  re- 
puTchaseable  annuity  was  looked  upon  as 
usurious,  did  not  apply. 

Lord  Imham  v.  Child,  1  Bro.  C.C.  92. 

Fox  V.  Mackreih,  2  Ibid.  400. 
There  was  nothing  to  shew  that  these  trans- 
actions were  in  the  nature  of  loans.  The 
clause  of  repurchase  did  not  shew  that ;  and 
the  personal  covenant  and  the  judgment 
were  merely  collateral  securities ;  the  land 
was  the  primary  security,  and  the  tenant  for 
life  must  keep  down  the  incumbrances  upon 
the  estate,  and  therefore  he  ought  to  bear 
the  burthen  of  these  annuities.  The  future 
pa3n3ients  of  the  annuities  did  not  form  any 
present  debt,  to  which  the  testator^s  estate 
€»uld  be  liable,  although  it  would  be  liable 
to  pay  any  arrears. 

Ex  parte  Artis,  2  Yes.  sen.  489. 

Shaflo  V.  Shafto,  1  Cox,  207. 


Ex  parte  Wright^  19  Yes.  255;  8.c« 

2  Swanst.  157,  note  h. 
Ex  parte  Dighy,  Jac.  238. 
Denya  v^  Shuckburgh,  4  You.  &  Col.  42. 
Searle  v.  Carpenter,  Ambl.  242. 
Harper  v.  Fatdder,  4  Mad.  129. 
Read  v.  Blunt,  5  Sim.  567. 
Galton  V.  Hancock,  2  Atk.  424. 
Lanoy  v.  t?ie  Duke  of  Athol,  ibid.  444. 
RandaUy.  Rigby,  4  Mee.  &  Wels.  130 ; 

s.c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Exch.  240. 
Ward  V.  Lord  Dudley,  2  Bro.  C.C.  316. 
Cruise  Dig.  XV.  'Mortgage,*  ch.  4.  s.  20. 
Bamewelly.  Lord  Cawdor,  3  Mad.  453. 
Graves  v.  Hicks,  6  Sim.  398 ;  s.  c.  4 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  239. 
Leehmere  v.  Carleton,  15  Yes.  193. 
Franks  v.  Cooper,  4  Yes.  763. 
Sanders  on  Uses,  Yol.  2.  p.  312. 
Cowley  V.  Hartstonge,  1  Dow,  361. 
Tracy  v.  Hereford,  2  Bro.  C.C.  128. 
Pickering  v.  Pickering,  4  Myl.  &  Cr. 

289 ;  s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc. 

336. 
Revel  V.  JVaikinson,  1  Yes.  sen.  93. 
Bagot  V.  Oughton,  1  P.  Wms.  347. 
Jarman*s  Bythewood,  vol.  2,  p.  50. 
Winter  v.  Mouseley,  2  B.  &  Aid.  802. 
Coventry  v.  Coventry,  2  P.  Wms.  222. 
Edwards  v.  Freeman,  Ibid.  435. 
Evelyn  v.  Evelyn,  Ibid.  596. 
Murray  v.  Harding,  3  Wils.  390 ;  s.c. 

2  W.  Black.  859. 
Vernerv.  Winstanley,  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  393. 
TweddellY.  Tweddell,  2  Bro.  C.C.  101. 

April  17, 1844. — The  Lord  Chancellor. 
— I  think  the  annuity  or  rent-charge  in  this 
case  was  only  a  security  for  the  money  ad- 
vanced, and  that  it  was  so  intended  by  the 
parties.  The  mode  of  borrowing  money  on 
annuity  is  a  common  occurrence.  The  effect 
of  the  transaction  is,  that  the  money  borrowed 
is  to  be  repaid  by  instalments,  consisting 
partly  of  interest  and  partly  of  principal. 
Whether  the  annuity  be  for  a  term  of  years, 
or  a  life  or  lives,  the  transaction  is,  in  sub- 
stance, the  same.  The  value  of  the  life  in 
respect  of  its  probable  duration  is  a  matter 
of  calculation,  and  as  the  principal  is  put  in 
hazard,  the  amount  of  the  interest  is  not  re- 
gulated by  the  Statute  of  Usury. 

In  the  case  now  before  the  Court,  the  deed 
contains  a  clause  for  the  repurchasing  of  the 
annuity,  which  cannot,  I  think, in  this  case  be 
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distinguished  from  a  clause  of  redemption, 
which  has  always  been  considered  a  very 
strong,  if  not  decisive  circumstance,  to  shew 
that  the  transaction  was,  in  reality,  a  loan, 
and  that  the  conveyance  was  intended  only 
as  a  security.  In  Flayer  v.  Skerard,  Lord 
Hardwicke  took  the  distinction  between  the 
sale  of  an  annuity  absolutely,  and  the  sale  of 
a  redeemable  annuity,  which  he  said  was 
considered  by  the  Court  as  a  loan.  Here 
the  sum  stipulated  to  be  paid  for  the  re- 
purchase is  to  be  accepted  and  taken  in 
satisfaction  and  full  discharge  of  the  annuity, 
yearly  rent-charge,  &c.,  and  all  the  powers 
for  enforcing  it  will  thenceforth  cease  and 
determine.  Although  the  word  * '  repurchase" 
is  used,  this  is,  in  substance,  a  stipulation 
for  redemption.  It  would  be  difficult,  I 
think,  to  construe  it  otherwise,  and,  in  fact, 
in  the  indenture  of  demise  between  the  same 
parties,  and  forming  a  part  of  the  same 
transaction,  the  proviso  is  described  as  a 
proviso  for  repurchase  or  redemption,  and 
this  is  several  times  repeated,  using  the 
words  indiscriminately,  and  in  the  same 
sense — a  circumstance  which  also  occurred, 
and  was  relied  on  by  the  Court,  in  Longttei  v. 
Scawen,  In  that  case  Lord  Hardwicke  is 
reported  to  have  said, ''  It  is  well  known  that 
the  Court  leans  extremely  against  contracts 
of  this  kind,  where  the  liberty  of  repurchasing 
is  made  at  the  same  time,  concomitant  with 
the  grant."  **  There  is,  indeed,"  he  says, 
"  a  distinction  in  the  nature  of  the  transac- 
tion between  a  power  of  redeeming  and  of 
repurchasing,  obtained  by  usage  which  go- 
verns the  sense  of  words;  but  where  the 
stipulation  for  the  liberty  of  redeeming  is 
part  of  the  same  transaction,  the  Court  goes 
very  unwillingly  into  that  distinction,  and 
endeavours,  if  possible,  to  bring  them  to  be 
crises  of  redemption."  This  principle  applies 
directly  to  the  present  case.  The  stipulation 
for  the  repurchase  or  redemption  (for  the 
words  are  used  synonymously)  here  was 
contemporaneous  with  the  grant,  and  a  part 
of  the  same  transaction. 

The  deed  also  contains  a  stipulation  si- 
milar to  one  relied  on  by  the  same  learned 
Judge,  in  the  case  of  Lawley  v.  Hooper^ 
namely,  the  notice  required  by  the  intention 
to  repurchase,  and  the  condition  for  the 
repayment  of  the  original  purchase  money, 
with  all  arrears  and  a  half  year's  rent  in  addi- 
tion, so  as  to  allow  ample  time  (according 


to  the  expression  there  used)  to  find  out 
another  hand  to  take  the  money,  and  to 
secure  the  interest  in  the  meantime. 

It  is  not  material,  I  think,  to  advert  to 
the  personal  covenant  for  the  payment  of 
the  annuity.  In  the  event  of  any  omission, 
an  action  might  be  immediately  brought  on 
this  covenant,  but  there  would  be  no  present 
remedy  against  the  property.  The  clause 
of  distress  could  not  be  enforced  until  four- 
teen days  after  default  made ;  the  power  of 
entry  until  twenty-eight  days,  and  the  au- 
thority to  sell  not  before  sixty  days.  This 
leads  to  the  inference  that  the  estate  was 
looked  on  in  this  transaction  as  a  security. 
The  personal  estate  being  augmented  by 
these  advances,  that  estate  would  be  ^ 
primary  fund  to  discharge  the  claim. 

With  respect  to  the  act  of  parliament,  that 
does  not  appear  to  me  to  afifect  the  question, 
which  is  merely  as  to  how  the  debt  is  to  be 
paid  as  between  the  tenant  for  life  and  the 
person  in  remainder. 

I  have  mentioned  only  one  annuity ;  there 
are  in  fact  several,  but  they  are  all  on  the 
same  principle. 

The  result  is,  that  the  decree  should  have 
directed  the  annuity  to  be  valued,  and  the 
tenant  for  life  to  keep  down  the  interest  at 
the  estimated  value.  It  was  admitted,  I 
think,  that  the  decree  must  be  varied  as  to 
the  annuity  given  by  the  will.  The  di- 
rection should  be,  that  instead  of  keeping 
down  the  annuity,  the  annuity  should  be 
valued,  and  the  tenant  for  life  should  keep 
down  the  interest  of  the  estimated  value. 


.R.     \ 
y30.  / 


GODDARD  V,  SMITH. 


M 
May 

Injunction  to  stay  Trial — Default — 2nd 
Order  of  the  9th  of  May  1839. 

An  answer  to  a  hill  was  excepted  to  for 
insufficiency,  and  the  exception  aUowed.  On 
the  following  day,  the  Master* s  report  of  in- 
sufficiency was  JUedi  and  on  the  same  day 
the  plaintiff  obtained  an  order  to  amend  his 
bill,  without  costs,  within  three  weeks,  he 
amending  the  defendant's  office  copy  of  the 
bill,  and  that  the  defendant  should  answer  the 
exceptions  and  amendments  at  the  same  time. 
After  service  of  that  order  on  the  defendant, 
and  on  the  same  day,  an  order  was  obtained 
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fw  a  common  injunction  to  staff  proceedings 
at  law.  On  motion  to  stay  trial,  it  was 
held,  that  such  proceedings  were  regular^ 
and  an  order  was  made  accordingly. 

This  was  a  motion  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  extend  the  common  injunction  against 
the  defendant  Smith  to  stay  trial. 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  29th  of  April 
last,  and  was  referred  for  insufiSciency  by 
an  order  dated  the  22nd  of  May  last ;  and 
the  Master,  by  his  report,  dated  the  24th 
of  May  last,  found  the  same  insufficient. 
On  the  25th  of  the  same  month  the  Master's 
report  was  filed,  and  on  the  same  day  the 
plaintiff,  on  a  petition,  obtained  an  order  for 
leave  to  amend  his  bill  without  costs,  amend- 
ing the  defendant's  office  copy,  and  for  the 
defendant,  Smith,  to  answer  the  amended 
hill,  and  the  exceptions  to  the  original  bill, 
at  the  same  time,  the  plaintiff  undertaking 
to  amend  within  three  weeks  from  that  time. 
On  the  25th  of  May  instant,  a  copy  of  the 
last  order  was  served  by  tiie  plaintiff's  soli- 
citor on  the  defendant's  solicitor,  and  after 
such  service,  and  on  the  same  day,  an  order 
for  the  common  injunction  to  stay  proceed- 
ings at  law  was  moved  for  and  obtained,  and 
the  order  for  the  common  injunction  was 
drawn  up  on  the  28th  of  the  same  month, 
and  the  writ  for  the  common  injunction  was 
immediately  afterwards  issued  and  sealed. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  HaUett,  in  sup- 
port of  the  motion,  contended,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  clearly  entitied  to  have  the 
common  injunction  extended  to  stay  trial, 
and  that  the  second  Order  of  the  9th  of 
May  1839  (1),  had  no  application  to  the  in- 
junction in  diis  case,  which  was  obtained 
after  the  order  had  been  served,  that  the 
defendant  should  answer  the  exceptions  and 
amendments  at  the  same  time,  the  plaintiff 
having  three  weeks  time  to  amend  his  bill ; 
it  was  also  contended,  that  the  words  "  with- 
out prejudice,"  were  not  necessary  to  be 
inserted  in  the  order  to  amend  in  this  case, 
though  required  in  cases  embraced  by  the 
second  Order  of  the  9th  of  May  1 839.  The 
cases  of — 

Adneg  v.  Flood,  1  Mad.  449. 
Dipper  ▼.  Durani,  3  Mer.  465. 
Simes  v.  Duff,  8  Sim.  270  ;  s.  c.  7  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.8.)  Chanc.  252. 

(1)  Ord.  Can.  135;  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.8.)  Chanc. 
273. 


Ferrand  v.  Hamer,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  143 ; 
s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  96 ;  as 
also  two  very  recent  cases  of  Stratford  v. 
Cooke,  and  Stratford  v.  Lewis,  coram  Vice 
Chancellor  of  England,  but  not  reported, 
were  cited. 

Mr,  G,  Turner,  for  the  defendant,  Smith, 
contended,  that  the  common  injunction 
could  issue  only  whilst  tiie  defendant  was 
in  default,  and  that  whilst  the  order  to 
amend  was  in  existence,  as  in  this  case, 
there  could  be  no  default  in  the  defendant ; 
that  the  order  to  amend  ought,  according 
to  the  second  Order  of  the  9th  of  May 
1839,  to  have  stated,  that  the  amendments 
were  to  be  made  within  one  week,  whereas, 
in  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff  took  an 
order  for  three  weeks*  time  to  amend,  and 
thus  prevented  the  defendant  putting  in  his 
further  answer  to  the  original  bill,  until  the 
expiration  of  that  period. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  stating 
the  fi&cts  of  the  case,  said  it  was  contended 
for  the  defendant,  that  the  order  which  had 
been  obtained  that  the  defendant  might 
answer  the  exceptions  and  amendments  at 
the  same  time,  put  the  defendant  out  of 
de&ult ;  but  that  he  could  not  assent  to  that 
proposition,  inasmuch  as  the  de&ult  arose 
from  the  Master's  report  stating  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  answer,  and  such  default  could 
not  be  put  an  end  to  until  after  the  amend- 
ment of  the  bill ;  that  there  was  no  greater 
hardship  on  the  defendant  in  the  present 
case,  than  if  the  order  for  the  injunction  had 
been  obtained  first,  and  the  order  to  amend 
afterwards ;  and  that  he  did  not  see  any- 
thing irregular  in  the  recent  orders  made  by 
the  Vice  Chancellor  of  England  in  the  MS. 
cases  that  had  been  cited,  which  were  in 
substance  similar  to  the  present. 


^3.  }    - 


re  DYCE  SOMBRE. 


L 
May 

Lunacy — Superseding  Commissions-Lu- 
natic out  of  Jurisdiction. 

A  petition  for  superseding  a  commission  of 
lunacy  will  not  lie,  unless  the  lunatic  is 
personally  in  court,  or  in  such  a  situation 
that  persons  appointed  by  the  Great  $eal 
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can  have  an  opporiuniHf  of  examning  Mm, 
semble. 

Whether  such  a  personal  examination 
would  he  necessary  in  case  the  lunatic  escapes 
to  a  foreign  country ^  and  is  declared  sane  by 
a  Court  there  of  competent  authority,  quaere. 

The  petitioner  had  been  duly  found  a 
lunatic,  but  before  a  Committee  had  been 
appointed,  and  pending  the  proceedings  in 
the  lunacy,  the  petitioner  had  escaped  from 
the  custody  of  the  parties,  to  whose  care  he 
had  been  intrusted,  and  was  now  stopping 
at  Paris.  An  application  had  been  made 
by  his  friends  to  the  British  ambassador,  at 
Paris,  that  the  lunatic  might  be  delivered 
up  to  them,  and,  in  consequence  of  that 
application,  he  had  been  examined  by  phy- 
sicians tiiere,  who  had  declared  that  he  was 
not  of  unsound  mind ;  and  upon  the  decla- 
ration of  this  opinion,  by  the  physicians,  the 
authorities  at  Paris  declined  to  interfere  in 
the  matter.  He  had  presented  a  petition, 
pra3dng  that  the  commission  of  lunacy  might 
be  superseded. 

Mr,  Bethell  and  Mr,  Calvert  appeared 
for  the  Committee  of  the  lunatic's  person, 
and  objected  to  the  petition  being  heard 
while  the  lunatic  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court.  They  contended  that  it  was 
a  rule,  which  was  never  departed  from,  that 
the  lunatic  should  be  personally  examined 
by  the  Lord  Chanodlor,  before  a  commis* 
sion  could  be  superseded ;  and  that  the  fiict 
of  his  having  been  so  examined  was  always 
stated  in  the  order  for  superseding  the  coin* 
mission.     They  dted— 

CtMnson  on  Lunacy,  325. 

Shelford  on  Lunacy,  Appendix,  689. 

1  Finblanque  on  Equity,  60,  n. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  that  he  did 
not  know  of  any  case  in  which  a  commis- 
sion had  been  superseded  without  requiring 
the  lunatic  to  appear.  The  superseding  of 
the  commission  ought  to  take  place  after  as 
solemn  an  investigation  as  the  granting  of  the 
commission ;  and  that  as  a  party  was  not 
found  a  lunatic,  without  being  examined  by 
the  jury,  the  commission  ought  not  to  be 
superseded  without  better  evidence  than 
mere  affidavits. 

Sir  ThwMi  Wilde,  Mr.  Wakefield,  and 
Mr,   Walpole,  in  support  of  the  petition, 


contended,  that,  although  a  persondi  exa- 
mination of  the  lunatic  was  the  more  con- 
venient mode  of  proceeding  in  cases  of  this 
description,  such  an  examination  was  not 
essential.  If,  by  any  other  mode,  the  fact  that 
a  party  was  not  insane,  could  be  so  clearly 
established  as  to  satisfy  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
the  commission  would  then  be  superseded. 
The  petitioner  had  been  declared  of  sound 
mind  by  a  foreign  tribunal ;  and  the  Courts 
in  this  coimtry  would  be  guided  by  the  de» 
cision  of  a  foreign  tribunal,  in  cases  of  this 
description.  The  statute  6  Geo.  4.  c.  74. 
s.  14,  and  the  1  Will.  4.  c.  65.  s.  34,  recog- 
nized the  authority  of  a  tribunal  of  the 
country  in  which  an  alleged  lunatic  might 
be  residing ;  and  the  Courts  here  acted  upon 
their  proceedings. 

It  was  afterwards  arranged  that  the  peti- 
tioner should  come  over  to  this  country, 
and  tiiat  the  Committee  should  not  attempt 
to  impose  any  restraint  upon  him,  without 
the  express  sanction  of  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
which  his  Lordship  stated  he  should  not 
give,  unless  some  act  of  violence,  which  he 
did  not  at  all  anticipate,  should  make  it 
improper  for  the  petitioner  to  be  at  liberty. 


M.R.     1 
pril  27.  J 


LAMBERT  V,  HUTCHINSON. 


April 

Stop  Order — Statement  of  Assignor's  In-- 
terest. 

The  Court  wiU  not  grant  a  stop  order,  un- 
less it  is  stated  tn  the  petOian  how  the  interest 
of  the  party  in  the  fund^soughi  to  he  afeeted 
arose, 

Mr,  Qeldart  applied  by  petition  for  tJie 
usual  stop  order,  but  the  particular  interest 
of  the  assignor  in  the  fund  in  court  was  not 
stated  in  tibe  petition. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  refriaed  to 
make  the  order,  observing,  that  although  it 
was  not  necessary  that  &e  exact  share  of 
the  party  in  the  fund  should  be  strictly  set 
forth  in  the  petition,  still  the  petition  must 
shew  how  the  interest  of  the  party  in  the 
fund  arose* 
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r.8,9,  11;V 
Lpril  15.     J 


LORD  DOWNES  V,  MORRIS. 


WlORAM,V.C. 

Mar. 
April 

Manor — Escheat  —  Mortgage — Right  of 
the  Lord  to  redeem, 

A  tenant  in  fee  simple  of  lands  held  of  a 
manor  mortgaged  the  same  for  a  long  term 
of  gears,  and  died  without  heirs,  by  which 
the  freehold  escheated  to  the  lord : — Held, 
that  the  equity  of  redemption  passed  to  the 
lord,  as  an  interest  in  the  land  not  parted 
with  by  the  tenant,  and  that  the  lord  was 
entitled  to  redeem  the  mortgage. 

The  bill  stated,  that  Thomas  Stobert, 
being  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of 
certain  lands,  in  Low  Wood,  which  were 
held  of  the  manor  of  Danby,  in  the  county 
of  York,  by  an  indenture  executed  on  the 
13  th  of  May  1805,  demised  the  said  lands 
to  John  Rigg,  his  executors,  &c.,  for  a  long 
term  of  years,  byway  of  mortgage,  for  secur- 
ing the  sum  of  700 J.  and  interest;  that 
Thomas  Stobert  was  at  the  time  of  his  death 
seised  of  the  lands  in  question,  (subject  to 
the  said  mortgage  term,)  and  by  his  will, 
dated  the  11th  of  May  1829,  gave  and  de- 
vised to  W.  Arrowsmith,  his  heirs  and  as- 
signs for  ever,  all  his  said  estate  called  Low 
Wood,  and  appointed  W.  Arrowsmith  sole 
executor  and  residuary  devisee  and  legatee 
of  his  said  will ;  that  in  1829,  Thomas 
Stobert  died,  leaving  W.  Arrowsmith  him 
surviving,  who  entered  into  the  possession 
of  the  said  hereditaments.  W.  Arrowsmith 
died  shortly  afterwards  intestate,  and  with- 
out an  heir,  being  in  fact  an  illegitimate 
child. 

The  bill  then  alleged,  that  the  lands  in 
question  were  held  of  the  manor  of  Danby, 
by  free  and  common  socage,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  the  lord  of  such  manor,  and 
entitled  to  all  escheats  of  lands  within  and 
holden  of  such  manor ;  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff, as  such  lord,  was  entitled  by  escheat  on 
the  death  of  Arrowsmith,  without  heirs, 
to  the  said  lands  and  the  reversion  and 
equity  of  redemption  thereof,  subject  to  the 
8^  mortgage  term ;  that  in  1 840,  the  said 
mortgage  term  and  the  money  secured 
thtreby  were  assigned  to  the  defendant, 
James  Morris,  the  mortgagee  having  pre- 
viously to  the  said  assignment  entered  into 
poBsession  of  the  said  lands ;  and  that  after 
New  Scries,  XIII.— Chang. 


such  assignment,  the  defendant  Morris,  by 
himself  or  his  agents,  entered  into  posses- 
sion of  and  received  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
said  lands,  and  had  granted  a  lease  of  the 
same  to  the  defendant  Robertson,  for  sixty- 
two  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  32L  The 
bill  prayed  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  at 
liberty  to  redeem  the  said  mortgaged  pre- 
mises, and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of 
what  was  due  for  principal  and  interest  to 
the  said  J.  Morris,  upon  the  security  of  the 
said  premises,  and  for  an  account  of  the 
rents  and  profits  received  by  J.  Rigg,  J. 
Morris,  &c.,  or  which,  without  their  wilful  de- 
fault, might  have  been  received ;  the  plaintiff 
offering  to  pay  the  amount  due  to  the  said 
J.  Morris ;  and  that  upon  such  payment, 
J.  Morris  might  assign  tlie  said  premises  to 
the  plaintiff  for  the  residue  of  the  said  term, 
and  deliver  up  all  title-deeds,  &c.,  and  for 
further  relief. 

The  defendants,  J.  Morris  and  Robertson, 
by  their  joint  and  several  answer,  admitted 
that  T.  Stobert,  in  May  1805,  demised  to 
J.  Riggall  that  allotment  of  land,  situate  in  a 
certain  place  called  Low  Wood,  within  the 
township  of  Glaizedale,  in  the  parish  of  Dan- 
by, containing  twenty -four  acres,  (and  which 
was,  upon  the  inclosure  of  the  common  called 
the  Low  Wood,  allotted  and  awarded  to  W. 
Frankland  and  his  heirs,  who  devised  the 
same  to  his  son  T.  Frankland,  who  sold  the 
same  to  T.  Stobert,)  for  the  term  of  1,000 
years,  with  a  proviso  for  redemption,  on  pay- 
ment by  T.  Stobert,  his  heirs,  &c.,  to  J.  Rigg, 
his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  of  the 
sum  of  700Z. ,  with  interest ;  but  the  defendants 
alleged  that  they  did  not  know,  and  could 
not  set  forth,  whether  or  not  the  said  lands 
comprised  in  the  said  mortgage  term  had 
been  part  of  the  manor  of  Danby,  and  they 
denied  that  they  were  at  the  death  of  W. 
Arrowsmith,  or  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill, 
holden  of  the  manor  of  Danby,  or  of  any 
manor  whatever ;  and  they  denied  the 
plaintiff's  title  to  the  equity  of  redemption 
of  the  said  premises ;  and  they  submitted 
that  they  were  not  bound  to  produce  their 
title-deeds;  and  they  claimed  the  same 
benefit  as  if  they  had  pleaded  in  bar  to  the 
said  bill  the  plaintiff's  want  of  title  to  the  said 
mortgaged  premises. 

The  plaintiff  went  into  evidence  to  prove 
his  title  as  lord  of  the  manor,  and  that,  as  such, 
he  held  courts  leet  and  courts  baron,  at  which 
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the  tenants  of  the  manor  attended,  and  that 
the  lands  in  question  were  within  and  formed 
part  of  the  manor.  The  principal  question 
argued  in  the  case  was  whether  the  lord, 
having  acquired  the  freehold  by  escheat,  sub- 
ject to  the  mortgage  term,  was  entitled  to 
redeem  the  mortgage. 

The  defendants  went  into  no  evidence. 

Mr.  James  Russell  and  Mr.  J.  Parker, 
for  the  plaintiff. — A  mortgage  is  not  a  mere 
trust,  but  an  equitable  right  in  the  land, 
and  the  right  to  redeem  is  not  a  personal 
right — Tucker  V.  Thurston  (I).  The  party 
entitled  to  the  escheat  is  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  a  term,  attendant  upon  the  inhe- 
ritance— Thrtueion  v.  the  Attorney  General 
(2).  The  present  case,  therefore,  will  be 
an  anomaly  in  the  law  if  the  lord  is  held 
not  entitled  to  redeem  ;  for  tenant  by  elegit, 
statute  merchant,  or  staple,  and  tenant  by 
courtesy,  or  dower,  may  all  redeem— /one*  v. 
Meredith  (3).  The  right  to  redeem  will  flow 
from  the  right  to  the  reversion  in  fee.  The 
lord  has  many  rights  which  he  may  enforce 
in  equity,  as  to  restrain  waste,  &c. — 1  Sand, 
on  Uses,  4th  ed.  p.  283.  In  Burgess  v. 
Wheate(4),  the  question  was,  whether  equity 
would  establish  an  escheat  which  did  not 
exist  at  law. 

The  following  authorities  were  also  re« 
ferred  to  ;— 

Co.  Litt.  215,  b. 

The  Attorney  General  v.  Crofts,  4  Bro. 

P.C.  136. 
LovelVs  case,  1  Salk.  85. 
PawlettY,  Attorney  General,  Hard.  465. 
Fawcet  v.  Lowther,  2  Ves,  sen.  304. 

Mr.  RomUly  and  Mr.  Wood,  for  the  de- 
fendants.— There  are  two  questions  in  this 
case — ^first,  whether  these  are  lands  sub- 
ject to  escheat,  that  is,  whether  they  were 
held  by  fealty  and  service,  which  is  not 
proved  by  the  evidence;  and,  secondly, 
whether  the  lord  claiming  the  freehold 
by  escheat  is  entitled  to  redeem  the  term. 
As  to  the  second  question,  this  is  a  case 
in  which  equity  will  not  interfere,  but 
will  leave  the  plaintiff  to  his  remedies  at 
law.  There  is  a  distinction  between  for- 
feiture and  escheat ;  an  equitable  interest 


(1)  17  Vc8. 188. 

(2)  1  Vera.  8i0. 

(3)  Bunb.  347. 

(4)  1  W.  Blaek.  128;  s.  o.  1  Edeo,  177. 


may  be  forfeited,  but  it  cannot  escheat.  In 
most  of  the  cases  in  the  books  forfeiture 
was  accompanied  with  corruption  of  blood ; 
so  that  there  was  both  forfeiture  and  escheat. 
Again,  there  is  no  privity  between  the  lord 
and  the  tenant ;  for  the  lord  is  in  of  his 
original  estate  by  a  title  paramount.  A 
rent-charge  will  not  escheat,  because  it  is 
not  held  by  tenure — Vin.  Abr.  tit.  *  Escheat,' 
vol.  10.  p.  154,  Cruise's  Dig.  *  Escheat,' 
vol.  3.  p.  415.  The  case  of  Evatu  v. 
Brown  {5)  was  decided  upon  the  words  of 
the  late  statute,  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  104.  In 
Burgess  v.  Wheate  it  is  expressly  said,  that 
there  is  no  escheat  of  an  equity  of  re- 
demption— Prescott  V.  Tyler  (6) ;  and  no 
distinction  is  made  between  a  mortgage 
in  fee  and  for  a  term  of  years.  Wil- 
Hams  V.  Lord  Lonsdale  (7)  is  the  converse 
o£  Burgess  v.  Wheate,  and  shews  that  a  court 
of  equity  will  not  interfere.  The  equity  of 
redemption  cannot  be  called  an  incident  to 
the  land,  nor  does  it  lie  in  tenure.  It  is 
impossible  also  to  say  that  the  lord  can  he 
entitled  to  an  account  of  past  rents  and  pro- 
fits ;  for,  if  so,  he  would  be  claiming  by 
escheat  the  personal  estate  of  his  late  tenant 
The  lord  takes  the  rent  reserved  upon  a 
lease  for  years  as  incident  to  his  own  rever- 
sion ;  but  the  equity  of  redemption  is  in 
respect  of  the  tenant's  estate — WhiiUng' 
ham's  case(S),  The  following  authorities 
were  also  referred  to  :— 

Co.  Litt.  384  a,  215  b. 

Isherwood  v.  Oldknow,  3  Mau.  &  Selw. 
382. 

Fawcet  v.  Lowther,  2  Ves.  sen.  800. 

Walker  v.  Denne,  2  Ves.  jun.  170. 

Gordon  v.  Gordon,  3  Swanst.  470. 

James  v.  Biou,  Ibid.  237. 

Swannock  v.  Lyford,  Ambl.  6. 

Radnor  v.  Vandebendy,  Show.  P.C.  69. 

The  Attorney  General  v.  Sands,  Hard. 
495. 

Taylor  v.  Haygarth,  before  the  Vice 
Chancellor  of  England,  not  yet  re- 
ported. 

Banks  v.  Sutton,  2  P.  Wms.  632. 

2  Scriven  on  Copyholds,  740. 

(5)  5  Bmt.  114;  s.  c.  11  Uw  J.  R«p.  (na) 
Chanc.  349. 

(6)  5  Jarm.  Conyey.  111. 

(7)  8  Ves.  572. 

(8)  S  Rap.  43. 
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Mr.  Russell  replied. 

April  1 5. — WiGRAM,  V.C. — I  understand 
it  to  be  now  admitted  that  the  statute  3  &  4 
Will.  4.  c.  104.  does  not  apply  to  the  present 
case ;  and  as  it  is  desirable  that  the  reasons 
for  the  judgment  I  am  about  to  give  should 
not  be  misunderstood,  I  shall  go  through 
the  facts  of  the  case. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case  is  the  lord  of 
the  manor  of  Danby,  and  the  defendant 
Morris  is  in  possession  of  lands  lying  within 
the  ambit  of  the  manor,  as  mortgagee,  for 
a  term  of  years,  under  a  mortgage  created 
by  T.  Stobert,  who  was  tenant  in  fee  simple 
of  these  lands  at  the  time  of  making  the 
mortgage.  T.  Stobert,  the  mortgagor,  died 
in  1829,  having,  by  his  will,  devised  the 
freehold  (subject  to  the  term)  to  one  Arrow- 
smith.  Arrowsmith  entered  into  possession 
of  the  lands  so  devised,  and  died  in  No- 
vember 1830,  without  heirs.  The  bill, 
which  was  filed  against  the  defendant  Mor- 
ris, and  one  Robertson,  the  terre-tenant  un- 
der Morris,  stated  that  the  lands  in  question 
were  held  of  the  manor  of  Danby,  &c.,  by 
free  and  common  socage  ;  that  the  plaintiff 
was,  at  the  death  of  Arrowsmith,  and  at  the 
time  of  filing  the  bill,  seised  in  his  demesne 
as  of  fee  of  the  said  manor,  and  the 
demesnes  and  services  thereof,  and  was  also 
lord  of  such  manor  and  entitled  to  all 
escheate  of  lands  and  hereditaments  within 
and  holden  of  such  manor ;  that  upon  the 
death  of  Arrowsmith  without  heir  ,the  plaintiff 
became,  and  then  was  entitled  by  escheat 
to  the  said  lands  and  other  hereditaments, 
and  the  reversion  and  equity  of  redemption 
thereof,  subject  to  the  said  term  and  the 
said  mortgage  debt  and  interest.  The  bill 
then  prayed  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  at 
liberty  to  redeem  the  said  mortgaged  pre- 
mises, &c.  (vide  supra). 

The  defendant  Morris  insisted,  by  his 
answer,  that  there  was  no  privity  between 
him  and  the  lord  claiming  by  escheat,  and 
that  the  term  therefore  was  vested  in  him 
absolutely,  and  that  the  lord  had  no  right 
to  redeem,  and  also  that  the  lands  com- 
prised in  the  term  were  not  parcel  of  the 
manor.  In  support  of  the  proposition  in- 
sisted upon  by  the  defendant,  that  there  was 
no  privity  between  him  and  the  lord  claim- 
ing by  escheat,  and  that,  therefore,  the  lord 
had  no  right  to  redeem,  the  case  of  Burgess 


V.  Wheate  was  relied  on  ;  and  It  was  said, 
that  not  only  is  there  no  privity,  but  that 
a  -subpcena  does  not  lie  for  the  lord  claim- 
ing by  escheat,  to  enable  him  to  assert  a 
mere  equitable  title.  The  plaintiff,  in 
answer  to  this  argument,  cited  many  cases 
to  shew  that  privity  of  title  is  not  necessary 
to  give  a  right  to  redeem,  and  others  to 
shew  that  a  subpcena  had  been  granted  at 
the  suit  of  a  lord,  claiming  by  escheat  to 
restrain  waste,  and  for  other  like  purposes. 
I  do  not  propose  going  into  either  of  those 
points,  or  their  consequences:  the  former 
would  be  unavailing  to  the  plaintiff,  if  the 
lord  by  escheat  cannot  in  Chancery  assert 
a  mere  equitable  title;  and  I  think  the 
cases  of  the  second  class  are  disposed  of  by 
the  observation,  that  they  prove  only  that 
the  lord  by  escheat  (like  all  the  world) 
may  be  entitled  to  equitable  remedies  for 
the  protection  of  his  legal  rights.  The  de- 
fendant's proposition,  that  a  subpoena  in  no 
case  lies  for  the  lord  by  escheat  in  asserting 
a  mere  equitable  right,  is,  undoubtedly,  in 
accordance  with  the  decision  in  Burgess  v. 
Wheate,  and,  if  established,  will  at  once 
dispose  of  the  present  case,  for  an  equity 
of  redemption  is,  undoubtedly,  a  title  in 
equity,  and  not  elsewhere.  But  the  de- 
cision in  Burgess  v.  Wheate  did  not  require, 
and  certainly  did  not  involve  any  such 
proposition.  In  that  case  there  was  no 
escheat  at  law.  The  object  of  the  inform- 
ation was,  to  have  it  declared  that  the 
fee- simple  estate  of  a  cestui  que  trust 
escheated  in  equity,  and  the  Court  denied 
it.  In  this  case  there  is  an  escheat  at  law. 
The  entire  freehold  has  escheated  to  the 
lord,  subject  to  a  term  of  years,  created  by 
a  late  tenant  of  the  freehold.  The  question 
is  not  whether  equity  shall  create  an  escheat 
where  there  is  none  at  law,  but  whether, 
in  the  case  of  an  escheat  of  the  entire  free- 
hold at  law,  subject  to  a  mortgage  term  of 
years,  the  position  of  the  lord  and  the 
termor  is  not  the  same  in  equity  as  that  of 
the  late  tenant  of  the  freehold  and  the 
termor.  Burgess  v.  Wheate  decided  nothing 
as  to  what  equitable  right  might  accompany 
an  escheat  at  law;  it  decided  only  that, 
where  there  was  no  escheat  at  law,  there 
was  none  in  equity.  That  I  may  not  be 
supposed  to  have  overlooked  the  defen- 
dants* arguments,  I  will  observe  in  pass- 
ing, that,  in  considering  this  case,  I  have 
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kept  steadily  in  view  the  proposition  that 
the  estate  which  the  lord  takes  by  escheat 
is  not  that  estate  which  the  tenant  had. 
The  lord  takes  what  was  originally,  in 
strictness,  a  reversion.  His  estate  in  the 
old  fee- simple  reverted  to  him  by  the  ex- 
tinction of  the  tenancy ;  his  estate  began 
where  that  of  the  tenant  ended.  But  giving 
the  defendant  the  benefit  of  this  argument, 
is  it  true  that  when  the  lord,  by  force  of  his 
legal  right,  resumed  the  land  by  the  deter*- 
mination  of  the  estate  of  the  tenant,  no 
equity  whatever  passed  with  the  land  to  the 
lord,  as  an  incident  to  his  legal  right  ? 

If  a  tenant  in  fee-simple,  being  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  an  attendant  term  of  years, 
die  without  heirs,  and  the  lands  escheat, 
can  the  termor  claim  the  lands  during  the 
continuance  of  the  attendant  term,  or  will 
not  a  subpoena  lie  in  this  court  to  give  the 
lord  the  benefit  of  the  term  ?  In  Thruxton*8 
ease,  the  opinion  of  the  Lord  Chancellor 
upon  this  point  was  clearly  expressed  in 
favour  of  the  lord  by  escheat ;  and  in  Sttgd. 
V.  ^  P.,  vol.  3.  p.  92.  10th  edit.,  andiyan- 
ders  on  Uses,  4th  edit.  vol.  I .  p.  283,  there 
is  a  clear  and  decided  opinion  in  accordance 
with  that  case ;  and  I  understand  Sir  L. 
Shadwell  to  be  of  the  same  opinion.  Ad- 
verting to  the  decisions  of  this  Court  with 
respect  to  attendant  terms,  I  cannot  under- 
stand how  or  why  the  lord  by  escheat 
should  be  excluded.  I  do  not  see  how  it 
is  possible  to  deny  him  that  right.  To  the 
authorities  above  referred  to,  in  favour  of 
the  right  of  the  lord  to  the  benefit  of  an 
attendant  term,  must,  I  think,  be  added 
that  of  Sir  Thomas  Clarke  as  I  understand 
his  judgment  in  Burgess  v.  Wheate.  I 
think  that  neither  he  nor  the  Lord  Keeper 
expressed  any  disapprobation  of  ThruxUm's 
ease.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  certainly 
approved  of  it.  In  speaking  of  attendant 
terms,  Sir  Thomas  Clarke,  a&r  saying  that 
the  right  of  the  lord  to  distrain  was  as  inci- 
dent to  his  reversion  and  not  as  heir,  says, 
**  And  this  answers  another  observation, 
that  the  Icxxi  may  take  the  benefit  of  a  term 
limited  to  the  owner  and  his  heirs  ;  but  the 
answer  is,  he  does  not  take  it  as  heir ;  but 
where  he  takes  the  inheritance  as  escheated, 
he  takes  the  term  as  attendant  upon  and 
following  the  fate  of  the  inheritance,  ac- 
cording to  Sand's  case,  PawkH's  ease,  and 
Lord  Jeffiries's  determination/*  1  Eden,  208, 


209.  It  is  not,  therefoce,  as  I  view  it,  & 
question  at  this  day,  whether  an  escfaeat  of 
a  legal  freehold  may  not  earry  with  it  aome 
equitable  rights  and  incidents,  but  wkat 
equitable  rights  and  incidents  it  will  carry 
with  it>-— whether  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion of  a  term  of  yean  will  not  paas  "with 
the  freehold  to  the  lord  to  whom  the  free* 
hold  has  escheated,  as  in  the  caae  of  an 
attendant  term.  To  answer  the  laat  ques- 
tion, it  will  be  convenient  to  begin  by  con- 
sidering shortly  what  are  the  undonbted 
rights  at  law  of  the  lord,  when  his  tenant  in 
fee-simple  dies  without  hein.  Those  riights 
are  traced  with  some  minuteness  in  the 
judgment  in  Bwrgess  v.  Wheate,  beginning 
with  the  period  where  the  tenant  could  not 
alien  without  the  licence  of  the  lord,  down 
to  the  period  when  he  acquired  an  absolute 
right  of  alienation  without  licence,  and 
when  his  widow  also  was  held  to  be  en- 
titled to  dower. 

But  notwithstanding  these  large  powers 
of  alienation,  whatever  portion  of  &e  ori- 
ginal grant  the  tenant  retains  at  the  time  of 
his  death  without  heirs,  that  the  lord  takes 
by  escheat.  As  a  general  proposition,  what- 
ever estate  or  interest  the  tenant  retains 
which  could  have  passed  to  his  heirs,  if  he 
had  any,  and  which  could  be  the  subject  of 
grant,  that  the  lord  by  escheat  may  claim. 
Where  the  tenant  retains  any  parcel  of  the 
specific  subject  of  the  original  grant,  the 
right  of  the  lord  requires  no  circumlocutiim 
to  define  it  The  lord  takes  that  strictly  as 
an  escheat.  Where,  however,  the  very  sab* 
ject  of  the  original  grant  has  been  aliened, 
and  the  tenant  has  received  a  consideration 
for  that  alienation,  and  has  reserved  to  him- 
self something  different  frova  the  very  sub- 
ject of  the  original  grant,  such  as  a  rent 
or  other  consideration,  and  in  some  other 
instances  also,  there  the  books  qualify  the 
expressions  by  which  the  rights  of  the  lord 
by  escheat  are  described,  and  he  is  said  to 
take  taiupAam  hiBres,  and  is  sometimes  called 
an  assign  in  law.  The  doctrine  on  this 
subject  is  found  in  Littleton,  section  348, 
and  it  appears  also  in  Co,  Litt.  215,  6.  The 
above  proposition  is  not  disputed  at  the 
bar  as  regards  a  legal  estate  or  interest  not 
parted  with  or  reserved.  Then,  if  such  be 
the  case  of  an  escheat  at  law,  and  if,  as  in 
the  case  of  an  attendant  term,  the  escheat  of 
the  fireehold  at  law  may  carry  with  it  cer- 
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tain  equitable  rights,  the  next  subject  of 
inqmry  which  suggests  itself  is  the  nature 
of  the  equity  of  ledemptiony  which  is  the 
subject  of  contest  in  the  present  case.  Lord 
Hale,  in  Pawlett  v.  the  Attorney  General^ 
for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  where  Ihe 
estate  escheats  at  law,  by  the  death  of  the 
mortgagee  without  heirs,  the  mortgagor 
may  redeem  the  mortgage,  distinguishes  an 
equity  of  redemption  from  a  trust.  He 
says,  "  and  I  conceive  that  a  mortgage  is 
not  merely  a  trust,  but  a  title  in  equity.*' 
And  again,  he  says,  in  p.  469,  *'  a  power  of 
redemption  is  an  equitable  right  inherent  in 
the  land,  and  binds  all  persons  in  the  post 
or  otherwise,  because  it  is  an  ancient  right 
which  the  party  is  entitled  to  in  equity ; 
and  although  by  the  escheat  the  tenure  is 
extinguished,  that  will  be  nothing  to  the 
purpose. "  And  Baron  Atkyns  was  strongly 
of  die  same  opinion.  And  Lord  Nottingham 
also  said,  "an  equity  of  redemption  charges 
the  land,"  and  is  not  a  mere  trust — 1  Eden 
Rep,  206;  and  Lord  Hardwicke,  also,  in 
the  case  of  Casbame  v.  Searfe  (9),  describes 
an  equity  of  redemption  as  being  an  estate 
in  the  land;  and  in  Tucker  v.  Thwrston 
there  are  some  observations  to  the  same 
effect,  distinguishing  an  equity  of  redemption 
from  a  trust.  Now,  I  do  not  understand 
any  of  the  Judges,  in  Burgess  v.  fVheate,  to 
have  expressed  an  opinion  adverse  to  what 
Lord  Hale  says  in  the  case  in  Hardres,  as 
to  the  nature  of  an  equity  of  redemption. 
In  that  part  of  Sir  Thomas  Clarke's  judg- 
ment in  Burgess  v.  fVheate^  1  Eden^  pp.  205, 
206,  in  which  he  distinguishes  Sand's  ease 
from  Pawlett  v.  the  Attorney  General,  he 
appears  to  me  to  approve  of  Lord  Hale's 
distinction,  and  to  say,  that  Lord  Notting- 
ham approved  of  it  also.  Sir  Thomas  Clarke's 
approbation  is,  I  think,  again  expressed  in 
1  Eden,  p.  212;  Lord  Mansfield  certainly 
approved  of  what  Lord  Hale  said  in  Paw^ 
leti*scase,  and  the  Lord  Keeper,  although  he 
said  he  believed  that  what  Lord  Hale  laid 
down,  and  Baron  Atkyns  approved  of,  in 
Pawlttfs  case,  had  never  been  decided,  said 
that  he  hoped  the  law  was  so  settled ;  and 
added,  "  a  mortgage  is  an  assignment  on 
condition.  The  condition  being  performed, 
the  Conveyance  is  void  ab  initio ;  equity  dis- 
penses with  the  time,  and  when  the  money 

(9)  1  Atk.  604. 


is  paid,  the  conveyance  is  •  void  in  equity 
and  conscience."     This  is  very  littie  like  a 
disapprobation  of  Lord  Hale's  doctrine  as 
to  the  nature  of  an  equity  of  redemption, 
and  the  case,  if  Lord  Hale's  law  be  good, 
is  an  important   authority  to  this  extent, 
that  in  the  case  of  an  escheat  of  the  legal 
fee  by  the  death  of  the  mortgagee  without 
heirs,  equity  will  qualify  the  strictiy  legal 
rights  of  the  lord.     But,  however  the  law 
may  be  in  the  case  of  the  death  of  the  mort« 
gagee  in  fee  without  heirs,  a  decision  upon 
which  point  is  not  necessary  for  the  purpose 
of  the  present  case,  this  is  clear,  that  an 
equity  of  redemption  is  an  interest  assign- 
able in  equity;    that  it  is    in    all  otiber 
respects  in  this  court  an  interest  of  the  na- 
ture of  those  which  at  law  would  pass  by 
escheat ;  that  it  qualifies  in  this  court  the 
legal  effect  of  the  alienation  during  the 
tenn ;  that  it  is  an  estate  or  interest  in  the 
land  reserved  or  retained  by  the  tenant,  and 
vested  in  him  at  the  time  of  his  death  with- 
out heirs.     In  fJEict,  in  equity  a  mortgage  is 
merely  a  chaige.    Every  anidogy,  therclore, 
is  in  favour  of  the  lord,  unless  the  proposi- 
tion be  true  that  no  subpoena  lies,  and  that 
the  lord  can  take  only  what  the  land  gives 
him.     That  this  is  not  invariably  true,  I 
have  already  shewn  in  the  instance  of  at- 
tendant terms.     Why  then  should  it  be  true 
in  die  present  case?     If  the  lord  takes  the 
freehold  by  escheat,  where  is  the  principle 
for  saying  he  shall  not  take  that  freehold  in 
every  respect  in  the  same  way  as  the  tenant 
held  it?     Quoad  the  tenant's  estate  in  the 
land,  the  equity  of  redemption  is  an  estate 
in  the  land  not  aliened.     The  equitable  in- 
terest in  an  attendant  term  will  pass  with 
die  legal  freehold  as  an  incident ;  and  why 
an  escheat  in  the  freehold  at  law  should  not 
carry  with  it  the  right  to  make  the  term 
attendant  by  paying  the  mortgage  money 
is  a  point  which  has  not  been  satisfactorily 
shewn  before  me.     Why  is  the  legal  estate, 
which  the  lord  takes  witiiout  the  aid  of  this 
Court,  to  be  purged  of  this  particular  equit- 
able trust  ?    The  case  of  Burgess  v.  fVheate 
does  not  touch  the  point ;  and  every  analogy 
appears  to  me  to  be  against  the  defendants' 
argument.    I  agree  with  the  Vice  Chancellor 
of  England,  in  Taylor  v.  Haygarth,  that 
it  is  binding  on  this  court     But  I  think, 
also,  that  the  principle  laid  down  by  Lord 
Mansfield,  a  principle  on  which  the  Court 
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of  Chancery  is  daily  in  the  habit  of  acting, 
is  not  to  be  narrowed  beyond  what  the  prin- 
ciple in  Burgess  v.  Wheate  requires.  When 
this  Court  has  once  decided  that  the  equit- 
able estate  is  the  real  ownership,  and  that 
the  legal  estate  is  to  be  controuled  so  as  to 
make  it  subordinate  to  and  attendant  upon 
an  equitable  interest,  it  is  bound  to  follow 
up,  and  does  in  almost  all  cases  strictly 
follow  up  the  rule  so  laid  down  ;  and  that 
principle,  until  it  is  met  by  some  insuperable 
bar,  must  be  followed  up ;  and  recent  acts 
of  parliament  have  confirmed  the  soundness 
of  the  principle. 

It  was  said,  however,  that  in  the  case  of 
an  escheat  of  the  legal  estate  by  the  death 
of  a  trustee  without  heirs,  all  the  equitable 
interests  would  iail,  and  therefore  that 
the  lord  should  not  be  permitted  to  claim 
equity.  To  what  extent  the  former  pro- 
position was  true  at  the  time  the  case 
of  Burgess  v.  Wheate  was  decided,  I 
need  not  inquire.  That  it  holds  for  all 
purposes  in  the  case  of  an  escheat  of  the 
legal  estate  in  a  mortgage  in  fee,  cannot  of 
course  be  assumed ;  and  if  it  were  so,  the 
observations  of  Sir  Thomas  Clarke,  in  Bur^ 
gess  v.  fVheaie,  would  apply :— "  It  is  not," 
he  says,  "  every  argument  in  law  or  in  logic 
that  holds  by  converse." 

It  was  further  said,  that  the  equity  of 
redemption  was  reserved  to  the  mortgagor, 
bis  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  as- 
signs, and  that  the  lord  was  none  of  these. 
My  answer  to  that  is,  that  the  lord  is 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  an  attendant 
term,  under  a  like  form  of  limitation,  and 
that  the  lord  is,  as  I  before  observed,  for 
the  purposes  of  taking  some  benefits  by 
escheat,  tanquam  hceres  and  quasi  an  assign. 

Upon  the  whole,  deferring  entirely  to 
the  decision  in  the  case  of  Burgess  v. 
fVheate,  I  think  this  case  is  unaffected 
by  it ;  and  that  this  is  a  case  in  which  equity 
should  follow  the  law,  by  holding  that 
an  equitable  right  inherent  in  the  land, 
and  retained  by  the  tenant  at  the  time  of  his 
death  without  heirs,  passes  as  an  incident 
with  the  land,  and  may  be  enforced  in  this 
court  by  subpoena.  If  I  were  to  go  back 
to  the  earliest  dmes  in  which  the  validity  of 
terms  of  years  were  recognized,  it  appears 
they  were  originally  treated  as  mere  con- 
tracts, and  perhaps  the  earlier  doctrine  might 
be  used  to  enforce  the  right.     It  is  not  ne- 


cessary, therefore,  that  I  should  revert  to  the 
various  analogies  relied  upon,  some  of  which 
were  certainly  important,  such  as  the  cases 
of  dower,  joint  tenancy,  and  other  cases. 
Upon  the  question  whether  these  lands  are 
parcel  of  this  manor,  I  think  the  defendant, 
if  he  desires  it,  is  entitled  to  an  issue. 


c"} 


MyLLEN  V.  BOWMAN. 


K.  Bruce 
May  3 

Legacy — Construction — Right  of  Execu- 
tors to  the  Personalty  undisposed  of  by  a  WiU, 

A  testator  gave  all  his  goods,  ehaitelsy  and 
personal  estates  to  A,  B,  and  C,  upon  trust 
to  convert  the  same  into  moneys  and  apply 
the  net  proceeds  thereof  towards  payment  of 
his  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  ex- 
penses. He  then  gave  his  real  estate  to  A, 
B,  and  C,  on  trust  to  pay  his  debts,  and,  sub^ 
ject  thereto,  on  certain  trusts  for  the  benefU 
of  B,  and  C,  and  other  persons.  He  then 
appointed  A,'B,  and  C  his  executors.  The 
will  contained  no  other  disposition  of  his 
personal  estate  :-^Held,  that  A,  B,  and  C. 
were  not  entitled  beneficially  to  the  per- 
sonaUy  not  required  for  the  debts  of  the 
testator. 

The  will  of  Mr.  Bowman,  dated  in  April 
1823,  commenced  in  the  following  manner: 
•— "  /  give  and  bequeath  aU  my  goods,  chat- 
tels, and  personal  estate,  (my  leasehold 
houses  and  premises  excepted)  to  my  cousin 
John  Bowman  and  my  sisters  Dinah  Bow- 
man  and  Ann  Bowman,  upon  trust  to  con* 
vert  the  same  into  money,  and  apply  the 
nett  proceeds  thereof  towards  payment  of 
my  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  ex- 
penses ;  but  my  wearing  apparel  to  be  given 
away  to  whom  they  may  think  fit."  The 
testator  then  devised  all  his  freehold  and 
leasehold  estate  to  John  Bowman,  Dinah 
Bowman,  and  Ann  Bowman,  their  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon 
trust,  that  they  should,  during  the  lives  of 
his  sisters,  Margaret,  the  wife  of  William 
Stephenson,  Elizabeth  Mullen,  widow,  and 
Mary,  the  wife  of  L.  Mathison,  and  the  lives 
of  the  husbands  of  his  sisters,  and  the  life 
of  the  longest  liver,  by  and  out  of  the  rents 
thereof  pay  off  and  satisfy  his  debts  and 
funeral    and  testamentary  expenses,    and 
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maintain  and  support  the  said  M.  Stephen- 
son and  her  husband,  E.  Mullen,  and  M. 
Mathison  and  her  husband,  his  nephew 
Thomas,  and  his  sisters  Dinah  and  Ann,  in 
such  manner  as  his  trustees  should  think 
fit;  and  that,  after  the  decease  of  such 
longest  liver  as  aforesaid,  they  should  seU 
the  said  freehold  and  leasehold  estates,  and, 
out  of  the  monies  arising  therefrom,  pay 
such  debts  as  might  then  remain  unpaid, 
and  divide  the  residue  between  D.  Bowman, 
A.  Bowman,  and  the  children  of  his  sisters 
M.  Stephenson,  E.  Mullen,  and  M.  Mathi- 
son. The  testator  then  declared,  that  the 
receipts  of  the  said  J.  Bowman,  D.  Bowman, 
and  A.  Bowman  should  be  sufficient  dis- 
cbarges ;  and  he  appointed  J,  Bowman,  D, 
Bowman,  and  A,  Bowman  to  be  the  executor 
and  executrixes  of  his  wiU ;  and  he  declared 
that  his  said  executors  and  trustees  might 
retain  to  and  reimburse  themselves  all  their 
costfl,  charges,  damages,  and  expenses  which 
should  or  might  from  time  to  time  arise,  or 
be  occasioned  by  the  due  execution  of  the 
trusts  in  them  reposed. 

The  testator  made  no  other  disposition  of 
his  personal  estate,  except  that  contained  in 
the  first  clause. 

No  legacy  or  any  benefit  was  given  by 
the  will  to  John  Bowman. 

The  testator  died  soon  after  the  date  of 
his  will,  and  his  wiU  was  proved  by  his  exe- 
cutor and  executrixes. 

The  personal  estate  of  the  testator  being 
more  than  sufiBcient  to  pay  his  debts,  the  bill 
was  filed  by  the  next-of-kin  of  the  testator 
for  the  usual  accounts.  To  this  bill  the 
esfecutor  and  executrixes  demurred,  on  the 
ground  that  they  were  entitled  to  the  residue 
of  the  personal  estate  beneficially. 

Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  G,  C,  Lewis,  for  the 
demurrer. — Executors  are,  by  the  law,  as 
applicable  ta  this  will,  (which  is  not  within 
the  late  act),  entitled  to  the  personalty  not 
disposed  of  by  a  will,  unless  there  be  some- 
thing in  the  will  to  fix  on  them  the  character 
of  trustees  of  the  fund,  or  to  shew  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  testator  that  they  should 
not  take  beneficially.  There  is  nothing  in 
this  will  having  the  effect  of  making  the  de- 
fendants trustees  of  the  fund,  or  expressive 
of  any  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator 
that  they  shall  not  have  it  beneficially. 
The  expression  *'  upon  trust"  has  not  that 
effect — 


Pratt  V.  Sladden,  14  Yes.  193. 
Dawson    v.     Clark,    (before    Sir   W. 

Grant,)  15  Ves.  409. 
Southouse  v.  Bate,  2  Yes.  8c  Bea.  396. 

Mr.  RusseU  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the 
plaintiffs.  The  words  '*  upon  trust,"  in  the 
absence  of  any  expressions  charging  the 
personalty  with  the  debts,  &c.,  are  fatal  to 
the  claims  of  the  defendants. 

Dawson  v.   Clarke,  (on  appeal  before 

Lord  Eldon,)  18  Ves.  247. 
King  v.  Denison,  1  Yes.  &  Bea.  260. 
The    clause    also    providing    for    their 
expenses  shews  that  the  intention  of  the 
testator  was  that  they  should  not  take  be- 
neficially. 

Robinson  v.  Taglor,  2  Bro.  C.C.  589. 
Rhodes  v.    Rudge,   1    Sim.    79;   s.  c. 
5  Law  J.  Repj  Chanc.  1 7. 
Mr.  Bacon  replied. 

Knight  Bruce,  Y.C. — In  this  case  it  has 
been  agreed,  on  both  sides,  that  this  will  is 
not  within  the  late  Will  Act.  The  only 
question  argued,  and  the  only  question  which 
I  have  been  called  upon  to  consider,  is, 
whether  John  Bowman,  Dinah  Bowman, 
and  Ann  Bowman  are,  under  the  will  of  the 
testator,  entitled  to  take  the  clear  residue 
of  the  personal  estate  beneficially. — [His 
Honour  read  the  first  clause  of  die  will.] 
This  is  followed  by  the  appointment  of  these 
three  persons  as  executors.  I  have  asked 
whether  any  case  is  known  to  exist,  where, 
without  any  words  of  **  charge"  being  used, 
the  gQ>ss  residue  of  personal  estate  is  given 
to  persons  to  pay  the  debts  and  the  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses,  and  no  more, 
and  the  same  persons  are  appointed  exe- 
cutors, these  persons  by  virtue  of  the  gift, 
or  by  virtue  of  the  appointment  as  execu* 
tors,  have  been  held  to  take  beneficially.  I 
do  not  recollect  any  such  case,  and  it  seems 
to  be  the  impression  at  the  bar  that  there  is 
no  such  case.  Considering  that  feet,  and 
considering  Lord  Eldon*s  language  in  Daw^ 
son  V.  Clarke,  and  in  King  v.  Denison,  and 
considering  also  the  particular  language  of 
the  will  now  before  me,  I  cannot  see  any 
intention  that    the  executors    shall    take 

beneficially. 

Demurrer  overruled. 
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A       'i  lo     r     RICKARDS  V.  RICKARDS. 

Apnl  18.  J 

Legacy — Construction — Bequest  by  Im- 
plication— Lease. 

A^  being  entitled  to  a  Crown  lease  of 
houses^  which  would  expire  in  1845,  and  to 
a  sum  of  stocky  by  his  will,  dated  in  1825, 
bequeathed  the  interest  of  the  stock  to  his 
wife  for  her  Ufe,  and  directed,  that  after  her 
decease,  the  stock  (subject  to  and  after  deduct' 
iny  such  premium  or  sum  of  money,  as  should 
be  necessary  for  the  renewal  of  the  Crown 
lease,  in  case  he  sJiould  not  have  renewed 
such  lease  in  his  lifetime,)  should  go  to  his 
children.  He  then  bequeathed  to  his  son 
George  the  houses  comprised  in  the  lease,  or 
of  which  he  should  ai  his  decease  have  ob" 
tained  a  renewed  lease,  to  hold  for  the  exists 
ing  term  therein,  and  all  benefit  of  renewal 
aforesaid,  for  his  own  benefit.  He  died 
without  having  renewed  the  lease  :'-^Held, 
that  George  was  entitled,  out  of  the  stock,  to 
the  value,  ai  the  widow's  death,  of  a  grant  of 
a  new  reversionary  lease,  for  the  term,  at  the 
rent,  and  subject  to  the  covenants  contained 
in  the  old  lease,  or  as  near  thereto  as  the  law 
would  allow ;  this  value  to  be  ascertained  by 
the  Master, 

The  will  in  this  case,  and  the  decision  of 
the  Vice  Chancellor  Knight  Bruce,  are  re- 
ported in  12  Law  J,  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  461. 

The  plaintiff  appeal^  to  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor. 

Mr.  Teed  and  Mr.  Schomberg  appeared 
for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  Wigram,  Mr.  Rogers^ 
and  Mr.  MaUns  supported  the  decree. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — ^The  testator 
bequeathed  these  leasehold  premises  to  his 
son,  with  the  benefit  of  renewal.  In  his 
will  he  suggests  the  possibility  of  the  first 
renewal  being  made  in  his  own  lifetime.  In 
that  case  the  premium  for  renewal  would 
have  been  to  be  paid  by  himself  out  of  his 
estate,  and  the  son  would  have  taken  the 
leasehold  premises,  subject  to  the  increased 
rent.  In  the  event  of  his  not  renewing  in 
his  lifetime,  he  directs  the  premium  to  be 
paid  out  of  his  estate,  or  out  of  a  certain 
portion  of  his  estate,  namely,  54,0002. 
consols.  He  meant,  as  I  understand,  the 
plaintiff,  the  son,  to  hold  the  premises  pre- 


cisely in  the  same  situation  as  he  would 
have  held  them,  and  subject  to  the  same 
conditions.  Whether  he  renewed  in  his 
lifetime  or  after  his  death,  in  either  case  the 
premium  was  to  be  paid  by  himself  per- 
sonally, or  out  of  a  particular  fund  set  aside 
for  that  purpose.  I  apprehend  that  the  son 
is  bound  to  pay  the  increased  rent,  and  that 
this  was  the  intention  of  the  testator. 

With  respect  to  the  duration  of  the  lease, 
and  the  premium  consequent  upon  it,  he 
directs  the  renewal  of  the  lease,  and  bequeaths 
the  leasehold  premises  to  his  son  with  benefit 
of  renewal.  When  he  directs  the  renewal,  it 
is,  in  general  terms,  without  any  direction 
as  to  the  period.  I  must  consider,  according 
to  the  case  of  Price  v.  Assheton  (1),  and  the 
impression  on  my  mind  with  reference  to  that 
case,  that  he  meant  a  renewal  for  the  same 
period.  The  lease  had  been  renewed  for 
twenty-nine  years  and  a  half,  and  afterwards 
renewed  for  thirty  years.  When  he  talks 
of  another  renewal,  I  must  understand  him 
to  mean,  as  there  were  no  limitations  to  that 
renewal,  that  he  meant  a  renewal  for  that 
term,  namely,  thirty  years.  Mr.  Teed  says, 
that  it  may  be  a  renewal  for  such  period  as 
the  commissioners  may  think  proper  to  grant, 
and  that  this  may  be  to  add  something  to 
the  terms  not  there  inserted.  According 
to  the  term  renewal,  if  not  qualified  by  any 
expression,  I  apprehend  it  means  a  renew^ 
for  the  same  period  and  the  same  terms.  I 
think  the  decision  of  the  Vice  Chancellor 
was  light,  and  that  the  reference  waa  proper 
to  the  Master  for  the  purpose  of  saying  what 
the  premium  would  be,  calculated  for  thirty 
years,  taking  for  the  basis  of  the  calculation 
the  premium  paid  for  the  renewal  for  twenty- 
nine  years.  The  Master,  I  presume,  wOl 
calculate  it  on  that  principle. 

I  think  the  respondents  ought  to  have  the 
costs ;  I  never  had  a  doubt  horn  the  firstt 
except  as  to  the  period  of  thirty-nine  years, 
which  is  offered  by  the  commissioners.  I 
thought  it  possible  the  testator  might  mean 
such  a  period  as  the  commissioners  might 
think  proper  to  grant,  but  I  think  it  is  for 
the  period  of  thirty  years,  and  I  think  that  is 
according  to  the  decision  in  Price  v.  Asshe* 
tan* 

(1)  1  You.  &  CoL  82,  441 ;  ■.  0.  4  Uw  J.  Bep. 
(n.s.)  Exoh.  £q.  3. 
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March  6,  6;     C^^^^*  ^^  ^«  8AaL  Of 
April  20.     3  HAM^OQD, 

fTtH,  CoM^niciMm  of -^Shifting  Clause. 

R,  Df  hff  his  tPiUf  made  in  1810»  gave  all 
ihe  residue  qf  his  estate  and  i^eets  to  trus* 
teesy  in  ifusifar  his  son^  D.  fr,  i),  for  Ufe^ 
with  remainder  to  his  issue  in  strict  setUe' 
wseni ;  provided  that  in  ease  D.  W*  Z>.  shoiM 
«4  a«y  time  thwet^er  eom^  into  possession 
of  an  estate  eniailed  uponhim  (the  testator) 
and  his  issue  by  his  kUe  unde  R.  D,  then  the 
provision  by  his  will  made  for  Z>.  IV,  D* 
and  his  issue,  and  the  trusts  thereqff  should 
be .  voidt  and  the  property  be  divided  among 
the  younger  children  of  the  testator.  By  the 
marriage  settlement  of  R,  D%  the  uncle  of 
the  testator,  three  estates,  A,  B,  and  C,  were 
settled  on  R.  D,  the  settlor,  for  life;  with 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail 
male,  wiih  remainder  to  the  right  heirs  ef 
R.  D,  the  settlor,  R.  D,  the  settlor,  by  his 
will,  dated  in  1769,  confirmed  his  marriage 
setilement;  and,  in  ease  he  should  have  no 
children^  ^c,  he  gave  all  his  estates,  real 
and  personal,  to  his  wife  for  life;  with 
remainder  to  W.  D.  for  Itfe;  with  r«- 
wsainder  to  W,  H.  D,  for  Ufe ;  with  remain^ 
derto  ihe  first  and  other  sons  of  W.  H.  D, 
in  taU  male;  with  remainder  to  S.  D»  for 
Itfe;  with  remaifuler  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  in  taU  male;  with  remainder  to  R,  D* 
(ihe  testator  in  the  cause)  for  life; '  with 
remainder  to  the  firM  and  other  sons  i^R.  D. 
in  tail  male;  with  remainders  over*  R.  D, 
the  settlor,  died  in  1772,  without  ever  having 
had  any  issue,  leaving  his  wife  surviving 
him.  W.  H.  D.  (the  son  qf  W.  H.  D.  in 
the  wUl  named,)  having,  under  the  limita^ 
tions  in  the  wiU  of  the  settlor,  become  enti^ 
tied  to  an  estate  tail  in  the  three  estates,  in 
1806  steered  a  recovery  of  estate  B,  and 
in  1816  suffered  recoveries  of  estates  A,  and 
C,  to  the  use  of  himse\f  in  fee;  and  by  his- 
will,  dated  in  1824»  being  then  seised  in  fee  ^ 
the  three  estates^  he  devised  them  ic  D»  fV.  i>,' 
(the  son  of  the  testator  in  the  cause)  in  fee,' 
but  charged  with  the  payment  itf  dekts  and 
annuities.  W,  H,  D,  the  son,  died  in  the 
same  year,  and  thereupon  D.  W,  D,  entered 
into  possession  of  estates  A,  B,  and  C,.  as 
devisee  under  the  will  of  W.  H,  D,  the  son : — 
Held,  that  D.  W,  2).  had  not  come  into 
New  Series,  XIII.— Chanc. 


possession  of  an  estate  entailed  upon  the 
testator  and  his  issue,  in  the  sense  intended 
by  the  will  of  R,  D,  the  testator;  and  that, 
therefore^  the  shifting  clause  in  the  iesiator*s 
WiU  had  not  come  into  operation. 

Robert  Davidson,  the  testator  in  the  cause, 
by  his  will,  dated  the  11th  of  August  1810, 
gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
trustees,  in  trust,  to  sell  and  invest,  &c., 
and  to  pay  the  rents,  interest,  and  annual 
produce  of  such  inveatment  to  his  wife  for 
life ;  and  after  her  decease  to  pay  certain 
annuities;  and,  subject  thereto,  to  pay  the 
income  of  the  residue  of  all  his  xeal  and 
personal  estate  to  his  son  D.  W.  Davidson, 
and  his  assigns,  for  bis  life ;  with  remainder 
to  his  children  and  their  issue  in  strict  set- 
tlement; provided  always,  and  he  declared 
his  will  and  mind  to  be,  and  he  thereby 
directed,  that  in  case  his  son,  D.  W.  Davids 
son,  should  at  any  time  thereafter  come  into 
the  actual  possession  of  the  estate  entailed 
upon  him  (the  testator)  and  his  issue  by  his 
\gAe  uncle  Robert  Davidson,  of  Brand,  &c., 
then  and  in  bu<^  ease  the  provision,  whidi 
he  had  thereinbefore  made  for  his  said  son, 
and  all  and  every  the  trusts  thereof  there«« 
inbefore  contained,  should  cease,  determine, 
and  be  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes; 
and  that  then  and  from  theneelbrth  bis  said 
trustees,  and  the  survivors,  &c.,  should 
stand  and  be  possessed  of  the  said  iruafe 
monies,  thereinbe&xe  given  to  or  in  fiivour 
of  his  son  D.  W.  Davidson  and  his  issue,  upon 
truat,  to  pav  and  divide  the  same  unto  and 
among  his  (the  testator's)  other  children  as 
therein  mentioned. 

In  March  1842,  a  bill  was  filed  for  tlM9 
administration  of  the  testator's  estate;  and 
by  the  decree  it  was  referred  to  the  Master 
to  inquire  and  state  whether  D.  W.  David- 
son, in  the  will  named,  had  come  into  the  ac- 
tual poasession  of  the  estatea  entailed  upon 
the  testator  and  his-issue  by  R.  Davidson,  ol 
Brand,  or  of  any  and  what  part  thereof,  and 
when  and  for  what  estate  and  interest,  and 
uader  what  title  and  circumstances. 

The  Master,  by  hia  report,  found  that  by 
indentures  of  lease  and  release  (the  marriage 
settlement  of  the  testator's  uncle),  dated 
respectively  the  28th  and  29th  of  April  1 765, 
three  estates,  called  respectively,  the  Brand 
estate,  the  Betton  estate,  and  the  Maes  y 
Groes  estate,  were  settled  on  R.  Davidson 
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(the  uncle)  for  life,  with  remainder,  subject 
to  a  provision  for  the  intended  wife,  to  the 
first  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage  succes- 
sively in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  R. 
Davidson  (the  uncle)  in  fee ;  that  R.  David- 
son, the  uncle,  by  his  will,  dated  the  17th 
of  November  1 769,  confirmed  the  settlement 
made  on  his  marriage,  and  declared  his  will 
to  be,  that  if  he  should  leave  no  son  or 
daughter  who  should  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years  or  be  married,  then  he 
gave  all  his  estate,  both  real  and  personal, 
to  his  wife  for  life,  with  remaind^  to  trus- 
tees to  preserve  the  contingent  remainders, 
with  remainder  to  trustees  fbr  a  term  of  500 
years,  upon  trust  to  raise  1,200/.  for  the 
purposes  in  the  said  will  mentioned;  with 
remainder  to  his  brother,  W.  Davidson,  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders;  with  remainder  to 
W.  H.  Davidson  (son  of  W.  Davidson)  for 
]ife,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to 
the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  body  of  W. 
H.  Davidson,  severally  and  successively  in 
tail  male,  with  remainder  to  his  (the  settlor's) 
brother,  S.  Davidson,  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  trustees  to  preserve,  &c«,  with  remainder 
to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  body  of  S. 
Davidson,  severally  and  successively  in  tail 
male,  with  remainder  to  his  (the  settlor's) 
nephew,  R.  Davidson  (the  testator  in  the 
cause)  for  his  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees 
to  preserve,  &c.,  with  remainder  to  the  first 
and  other  sons  of  the  body  of  his  said 
nephew,  R.  Davidson,  severally  and  suc- 
cessively in  tail  male,  with  remainders  over. 
And  the  Master  found  that  R.  Davidson 
the  settlor,  died  in  1772,  and  that  there 
had  not  been  any  issue  of  the  said  marriage ; 
and  that  the  wife  of  R.  Davidson,  the  unclci 
entered  into  the  possession  of  the  settled 
estates ;  that  she  afterwards  married,  and  that 
she  and  Mainwaring,  her  second  husband, 
continued  in  possession  of  the  estates  to  the 
time  of  her  death.  The  Master  also  found, 
that,  of  the  devisees  named  in  the  will  of 
R.  Davidson,  the  settlor,  his  brother  W.  Da- 
vidson, and  his  nephew,  W.  H.  Davidson, 
died  before  the  year  1806;  that  W.  H. 
Davidson  had  two  sons  only,  viz.  R.  S. 
Davidson  and  W.  H.  Davidson  the  younger, 
who  both  died  bachelors  previous  to  the 
year  1825  ;  and  that  S.  Davidson,  the  bro- 
ther of  R.  Davidson  the  settlor,  died  in 


1770,  without  issue  male.  The  Master  also 
found,  that  in  1806,  W.  H.  Davidson  the 
younger  was  heir-at-law,  and  also  tenant 
in  tail  of  the  estates  in  question  under  the 
will  of  R.  Davidson,  the  settlor ;  and  that, 
as  such  tenant  in  tail,  he,  in  May  1806, 
joined  with  the  widow  of  R.  Davidson  (the 
settlor)  and  her  then  husband,  in  sufifering  a 
recovery  of  the  Betton  estate ;  and  that  die 
uses  of  the  recovery  were  declared  to  be  to 
Mrs.  Mainwaring  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  W.  H .  Davidson  the  younger,  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  uses  to  bar  dower,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  W.  H.  Davidson  the 
younger,  in  fee ;  that  Mrs.  Mainwaring  died 
in  February  1816,  when  W.  H.  Davidson 
the  younger  entered  into  possesion  of  the 
Betton  estate,  as  tenant  in  fee,  and  into  the 
Brand  and  Maes  y  Groes  estates  as  tenant 
in  tail;  that  in  May  1816,  two  recoveries 
were  suffered  of  the  Brand  estate  and  the 
Maes  y  Groes  estate  respectively,  and  the 
uses  were  declared  to  the  use  of  W.  H. 
Davidson  the  younger,  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  such  uses  as  he  should  appoint, 
with  remainder  to  his  use  in  fee.  The 
Master  also  found,  that  the  said  W.  H. 
Davidson  the  younger,  having  so  become 
seised  in  fee  of  the  three  estates,  on  the  4th 
of  November  1824,  and  while  in  such  s^sin, 
duly  made  and  published  his  will,  and  thereby 
ch&cged  the  said  estates  with  the  payment 
of  his  debts,  &c.,  and. divers  annuities  and 
legacies ;  and,  subject  thereto,  he  gave  the 
whole  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
his  cousin  Daniel  W.  Davidson  (the  son  of 
the  testator  in  the  cause),  to  hold  to  him, 
the  said  D.  W.  Davidson,  his  heirs,  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns,  according 
to  the  nature  and  quality  of  such  estates 
respectively;  and  he  appointed  D.  W.  Da- 
vidson sole  executor  of  his  will.  The 
Master  also  found,  that  W.  H.  Davidson 
the  younger  died  on  the  20th  of  Noyember 
1824,  without  having  revoked  or  altered 
his  said  will;  and  that  thereupon  the  said 
D.  W.  Davidson  entered  into  the  possession, 
and  into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  estates  so  devised  to  him.  And  the 
Master  found,  that  D.  W.  Davidson  (the 
son  of  the  testator)  had  come  into  the  actual 
possession  of  the  estates,  which  had  been 
entailed  upon  the  testator  and  his  issae,  by 
his  (the  testator's)  late  uncle,  not  as  tenant 
in  tail  under  the  limitations  of  R.  Davidson's 
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will,  but  as  deviaee  thereof  in  fee,  under  the 
will  of  his  cousin,  W.  H.  Davidson  the 
younger. 

The  cause  now  came  on  upon  exceptions 
to  the  Master's  report,  and  upon  further 
directions. 

Mr.  RomiUy,  Mr.  Webster,  Mr.  J.  Dam" 
pier,  and  Mr.  Cantrell,  for  the  parties 
interested  in  contending  that  the  shifting 
danae  had  not  taken  effect. — The  clause 
must  be  construed  thus:  if  the  estate 
shall  4M<^®nd  upon  W.  H.  Davidson,  by 
force  of  the  limitations  in  the  will  of  the 
settlor; — otherwise  it  must  beheld,  that  the 
clause  would  operate,  if  W.  H.  Davidson 
had  purchased  the  Brand  estate  of  a  stranger, 
and  so  had  come  into  possession;  which 
could  not  be  according  to  the  testator's 
intention,  for  the  estate  might  come  into 
the  possession  of  W.  H.  Davidson,  so  incum- 
bered that  the  ownership  would  no  longer 
be  beneficial.  The  word  '*  estate"  will  not 
be  construed  lands  and  hereditaments,  but, 
the  interest  in  the  lands,  i,  e.  an  estate  in 
tail. 

Fazakerhy  v.  Ford,  4  Sim.  390  ;  s.  c. 
1  Ad.  &  £1.  897;  2  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.s.)K.B.  111. 
Tayleur  v.  Dickemon,  1  Russ.  521. 
Spencer  v.   Spencer,  8  Sim.  87;  s.  c. 

5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  310. 
Windham  v.  Graham,  1  Russ.  331. 
Harrison  v.  Foreman,  5  Ves.  207* 
The  Eari  of  Scarborough  v.  Doe  dem. 
SavUe,  3  Ad.  &  £1.  962 ;  s.  c.  6  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Exch.  270. 
Driver  v.  Frank,  3  Mau.  &  Selw.  25 ; 

s.  c.  6  Price,  41. 
SaviOe  v.  SaviUe,  2  Atk.  458. 
BurcheU  v.  Woolward,  Turn.  &  Russ. 

443. 
ThomhiU  v.  Hall,  2  CI.  &  Fin.  22. 
Morrice  v.  Langham,  8  Mee.  &  Wels. 
194;    s.  c.   10  Law  J.   Rep.  (n.s.) 
Exch.  289. 
Seariebriek  v.  Eccleston,  5  CI.  &  Fin. 

398. 
Co.  Liu.  by  Butler,  327,  a,  n.  2. 

Mr*  Tinneg  and  Mr.  RoU,  contra. — ;The 
expression,  '*  estate  entailed  upon  me,"  is 
merely  descriptive  of  the  lands.  The  deci* 
sion  in  Fazakerley  v.  Ford  turned  upon  the 


word  "devolve;"  here  the  words  are,  "if' 
he  shall  come  into  possession." 

Peacocke  v.  Pares,  2  Keen,  689 ;  s.  c.  6 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  375. 
Wynne  v.  Wynne,  2  Keen,  778 ;  s.  c.  7 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  45. 

Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Stinton,  for  parties 
in  the  same  interest. 

Mr.  RomUly  replied. 

April  20.— WiORAH,  V.  C. — If  there  had 
not  been  a|iy  recovery  suffered  of  the  Betton 
estate,  previously  to  the  date  of  the  will  of 
the  testator  in  the  cause,  it  would,  at  that 
time,  have  been  still  possible,  though  not 
certain,  that  D.  W.  Davidson  would,  by 
force  of  the  limitations  contained  in  the  wiU 
of  R.  Davidson,  the  settlor,  have  come  into 
the  actual  possession  of  the  whole  of  the 
estates,  which  had  been  entailed  upon  the 
testator  in  the  cause  and  his  issue.  Setting 
aside,  for  the  moment,  the  £eu;t  of  a  recovery 
of  the  Betton  estate  having  been  suffered, 
previously  to  the  date  of  the  will  of  the 
testator,  and,  for  the  sake  of  argument, 
keeping  also  out  of  the  case  the  question, 
whether  my  conclusion  ought  to  be  affected 
by  the  charges  created  upon  the  estate  by 
the  will  of  W.  H.  Davidson  the  younger, 
two  constructions  of  the  clause  in  question 
might,  according  to  the  case  oi  Fazakerley 
V.  Ford,  be  suggested ;  one,  that  it  might 
be  construed  as  if  the  wiU  contained  the 
words  "  by  force  of  the  limitations  contained 
in  the  will  of  R.  Davidson,"  in  which  case 
the  entire  clause  would  stand  thus :  "  Pro- 
vided always,  and  I  hereby  declare  and 
direct  that,  in  case  my  said  son  D.  W.  Da- 
vidson shall,  at  any  time  hereafter,  come 
into  the  actual  possession  of  an  estate,  en- 
tailed upon  me  and  my  issue,  by  my  late 
uncle  R.  Davidson,  by  force  of  the  limita- 
tions contained  in  Uie  will  of  my  said  uncle, 
then  and  in  such  case,"  &c.  The  other  con- 
struction might  be  that  contended  for  by 
the  younger  children,  namely,  that  the  wiU 
should  be  read  as  if  it  spoke  of  possession 
simpliciter,  and  not  by  force  of  the  limi- 
tations in  the  will  of  R.  Davidson,  or  by 
any  other  title ;  title  being,  as  they  con- 
tended, not  of  the  essence  of  the  provision. 

On  the  assumption,  that  there  had  not 
been  any  recovery  suffered  of  any  of  the 
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estates,  and  that  the  limitations  contained 
in  the  will  of  R.  Davidson,  the  settlor, 
were  still  in  full  operation,  the  words  in 
the  clause  of  the  wiU  of  the  testator  must, 
according  to  their  natural  import,  and 
without  having  recourse  to  the  interpola- 
tion of  additional  words,  be  held  to  refer 
to  limitations  known  by  the  party  to  be 
still  subsisting.  That  construction,  more- 
over, is  recommended  by  reason  and  proba- 
bility. A  man,  who  knew  that  an  estate 
was  settled  in  such  a  manner  that  his  eldest 
son  might  or  might  not  become  entitled  to 
it,  might  reasonably  make  his  provision  for 
that  son  depend  upon  the  question  whether 
he  should  or  should  not  eventually  become 
entitled  to  such  settled  estate ;  but,  as  an 
abstract  proposition,  nothing  could  be  more 
irrational  or  improbable  than  that  a  testator 
should  make  the  provision  given  to  his 
child,  by  his  own  wiU,  dependent  upon  the 
contingency  of  that  chOd  becoming  entitled 
to  the  estate  of  a  stranger,  and  which  was 
not  the  subject  of  settlement  upon  him.  It 
has  been  admitted  at  the  bar,  that  the  words 
"  coming  into  actual  possession"  could  not 
be  read  in  their  most  extended  sense.  Actual 
possession,  by  a  purchaser  or  a  mortgagee 
for  value,  by  a  tenant  from  year  to  year,  by 
a  judgment  creditor  by  elegit^  with  various 
other  examples,  were  put  at  the  bar,  as 
cases  in  which  there  might  be  an  actual 
possession  of  the  estates,  and  yet  not  such 
an  actual  possession  as  diat  required  by  the 
will  of  the  testator.  It  has  also  been  said, 
that  estates  tail  were  frequently  barred 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  perpetuating  the 
old  estate,  by  resettling  the  premises  to  the 
same  uses.  I  mean  to  give  no  opinion 
upon  the  question,  whether,  in  the  case  of 
an  estate  tail,  barred,  and  simultaneously 
renewed,  as  part  of  one  transaction,  the 
Court  would  or  would  not  consider  the  new 
limitations  as  a  continuation  of  the  old. 
That  is  not  the  case  before  the  Court. 

In  this  case,  W.  H.  Davidson,  the  younger, 
having  acquired  the  absolute  estate  in  the 
property,  afterwards,  by  devising  it,  and 
subjecting  it  to  charges,  had  exercised  an 
absolute  dominion  over  it. '  It  was  impossi- 
ble to  treat  that  transaction  as  having  been 
made  for  the  purpose  of  perpetuating  the 
old  limitations.  D.  W.  Davidson  took, 
under  the  will  of  his  cousin,  not  an  estate 


tail,  but  an  estate  in  fee  simple;  and  it 
would  be  impossible,  upon  principle,  to  hold, 
at  the  same  time,  that  actiud  possession  by 
D.  W.  Davidson,  as  devisee  in  fee,  would 
be,  and  that  actual  possession  by  him  as  a 
purchaser,  for  value,  would  not  be  an 
actual  possession  of  the  estate,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  will  of  R.  Davidson,  the 
testator. 

There  are,  therefore,  two  oonstmcdonB 
offered  to  the  Court,  —  one  rational  and 
probable,  and  clearly  oonnstent  with,  if 
not  required  by  the  words  of  the  will ;  the 
other  replete  with  difficulty,  and  thereby 
making  the  former  construction  the  more 
probable,  if  it  were  not  the  natural  con« 
struction. 

But  it  was  said,  that  the  extrinsic  &cts 
excluded  that  construction;  and  it  was 
contended  that  the  recovery  of  the  Bettcm 
estate  made  it  impossible,  at  the  date  of 
the  testator's  will,  that  that  estate  eould 
ever  come  into  the  actual  possession  of 
W,  H.  Davidson,  by  force  of  the  limitadoBS 
in  the  will  of  R.  Davidson,  the  settlor ;  that 
the  limitations,  therefore,  could  not  take 
effect  as  to  the  whole  of  the  estates  entailed 
upon  the  testator  and  his  issue;  and  that 
that  construction,  being  necessarOy  excluded 
as  to  part  of  the  estates,  must  aJso  be  ex- 
cluded as  to  the  whole  of  them,  and  that  the 
words  of  the  clause  must  be  modified,  so  as 
to  make  than  reasonable  in  some  other  sense. 
That  argument  supposes  R.  Davidson,  the 
testator,  to  have  had  actual  notice  of  the 
fact  that  a  recovery  had  been  sufiered  of  the 
Betton  estate.  There  is  no  ground,  however, 
for  presuming  that  that  was  so;  on  the 
contrary,  from  the  natural  import  of  the 
words,  the  testator  must  be  considered  as 
speaking  of  the  estate  which,  at  the  time, 
he  supposed  to  be  subject  to  the  settlement 
created  by  the  will  of  R.  Davidson,  his 
uncle ;  and  as  there  is  nothing  before  the 
Court  to  exclude  that  meaning,  D.  W.  Da- 
vidson must  be  held  not  to  have  come  to 
the  actual  possession  of  the  estates  in  ques- 
tion, in  the  sense  intended  by  his  fother's 
will;  and  he  and  his  fiunily  will  there- 
fore be  entitled  to  the  residue  of  the  trust 
funds  given  to  him  and  them,  by  the  will 
of  the  testator  in  the  cause. 
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Pleading — Negative  Plea^^Answer, 

To  a  h%U  hy  the  repreaentative  of  A,  for  an 
account  of  a  partnership  between  A,  and  the 
defendant^  alleging  various  circumstances 
as  evidence  of  the  partnership,  and  that  the 
defendant  had  in  his  possession  documents 
relating  to  the  concern^  hy  which,  if  pro^ 
ducedy  the  truih  of  the  matters  in  the  bill 
mentioned  would  appear,  the  defendant  put 
in  a  plea  of  no  partnership;  and  by  his 
answer  in  support  of  the  plea,  admitted  that 
he  had  in  his  possession  documents  relatiny 
to  the  concern;  bttt,  save  as  aforesaid,  he 
denied  that  he  had  any  documents  relating 
to  any  of  the  matters  in  the  bill  mentioned, 
or  whereby  the  truth  of  the  said  matters 
would  appear ;  and  he  insisted  that,  as  such 
documents  related  exclusively  to  his  own 
Htle,  and  in  no  way  tended  to  support  the 
plaintiff* s  claim,  he  was  not  bound  to  produce 
them.  The  plea  was  disallowed,  on  the  ground 
that  the  answer  did  not  contain  a  positive,  but 
only  an  argumentative,  denial  thtU  the  docu^ 
memts  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant 
would  not,,  if  produced,  tend  to  shew  the 
truih  of  the  matters  in  question,  and  that 
therefore  the  allegations  in  the  biU  in  that 
reepeet  must  be  taken  to  be  true. 

Whether  it  is  necessary  by  the  answer  to 
deny  all  the  circumstances  alleged  in  the 
bill,  as  evidence  of  the  partnership,  qoasre. 

The  bill  stated,  that  in  June  1834  W. 
Harris,  deceased,  the  late  husband  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  defendant,  Thomas  Har- 
ris (the  father  of  the  said  Yf .  Harris)  entered 
into  partnership  together  as  postmasters,  &c., 
and  carried  on  the  said  partnership  business 
on  premises  known  by  the  name  of  the 
Wellington  Yard,  at  Richmond,  under  the 
style  or  firm  of  "  Harris  &  Son,"  from  June 
1834  to  the  death  of  W.  Harris,  in  Septem- 
ber 1843 ;  that  after  the  death  of  W.  Har- 
ris, the  defendant  continued  in  possession  of 
the  partnership  business,  without  accounting 
or  offering  to  account  for  the  share  of  W. 
Harris  in  the  said  concern,  or  the  monies 
due  to  him  for  the  same ;  that  the  defendant, 
on  the  17th  of  October  1843,  sold  a  con- 
siderable part  of  the  stock  in  trade,  and 
received  the  whole  of  the  purchase-money ; 


that  the  plaintiff,  as  the  widow  and  legal  per- 
sonal representatiye  of  W.  Harris,  had  fte- 
quently  applied  to  the  defendant  to  account 
to  her  for  the  monies  due  from  the  copartner- 
ship, &c.,  to  the  said  W.  Harris,  but  that 
the  defendant  had  always  reflised  to  comply 
with  such  request,  sometimes  pretending  that 
no  partnership  existed  between  W.  Haxria 
and  the  defendant. 

The  bill  then  charged,  that  such  a  part- 
nership had  existed  from  June  1834  to 
the  death  of  W.  Harris,  and,  as  evidence 
thereof,  chan;ed  that  the  business  was  con- 
ducted and  managed  by  W.  Harris  and  the 
defendant,  in  their  joint  names,  and  for  their 
mutual  benefit ;  that  the  words  "  Harris  & 
Son*'  were  painted  on  the  show-board  at  the 
entrance  of  Wellington  Yard,  and  also  on 
the  carriages,  &c. ;  and  that  all  payments, 
receipts,  acts,  matters,  and  things,  made,  had, 
or  done,  in  the  course  of  the  said  business, 
were  had,  made,  and  done  in  the  joint 
names  of  W.  Harris  and  the  defendant ;  that 
the  defendant  1^  frequently  admitted  the 
co-partnership  to  various  persons.  The  bill 
then  charged  that  the  defendant  had  in  his 
custody,  possession  or  power,  a  certain  inden- 
ture of  assignment,  and  the  books  belonging 
to  the  said  co-partnership,  and  also  divers 
accounts,  books  of  account,  papers  and 
documents,  connected  with  or  referring  to 
the  matters  in  the  bill  mentioned,  by  which, 
if  produced,  the  truth  of  the  several  matters 
therein  mentioned  would  appear,  and  which 
the  defendant  refused  to  produce.  The 
bill  then  prayed  the  usual  accounts,  and 
payment  to  the  plaintiff,  as  such  representa- 
tive, of  what  should  be  found  due  on  the 
taking  of  the  accounts. 

To  this  bill  the  defendant  put  in  the 
following  plea: — "This  defendant,  for  plea 
to  such  parts  of  the  said  bill  as  allege  that 
in  June  1834  W.  Harris  and  this  defendant 
entered  into  co-partnership  together  as  post- 
masters, &c.,  and  as  call  upon  this  defendant 
to  set  forth  a  full,  true,  and  particular  account 
of  all  and  every  his  receipts  and  payments 
on  account  of,  or  in  respect  of  the  said 
alleged  partnership,  and  the  dates  of  such 
receipts  and  payments  respectively,  and 
also  to  such  part  of  the  said  bill  as  prays 
an  account  of  all  the  dealings  and  transac- 
tions of  the  said  alleged  partnership,  and  of 
the  monies  received,  lent,  and  paid  by  this 
defendant  and  the  said  W.  Harris  respec- 
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lively,  &c.,  and  that  an  account  may  be 
taken  of  all  the  property  and  eiSects,  &c. 
employed  in,  or  of  or  belonging  to  the  said 
partnership,  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the 
said  W.  Harris,  and  that  the  share  of  the  said 
W.  Harris  therein  may  be  ascertained,  and 
that  this  defendant  may  be  charged  with  the 
full  value  of  the  partnership  property  so  sold  as 
aforesaid,  and  that  this  defendant  may  be  de- 
creed to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  what  should  be 
found  due  to  her  upon  taking  such  accounts, 
and  that  all  necessary  accounts  may  be  Jtaken, 
and  for  a  receiver  and  an  injunction,  saith, 
he  denies  it  to  be  true  that  the  said  W.  Harris 
and  this  defendant  ever  entered  into  co-part- 
nership together  as  postmasters,  &c.,  or  in 
any  other  business  whatever;  and  this  defen- 
dant pleads  such  denial  as  aforesaid,  in  bar 
to  so  much  of  the  plaintiff's  bill  as  is  herein- 
before particularly  mentioned,  and  humbly 
prays  die  judgment  of  this  Court  whether 
he  ought  to  be  compelled  to  make  any  fur- 
ther answer  to  so  much  of  the  said  bill  as  is 
before  pleaded  unto.  And  this  defendant, 
not  waiving  his  said  plea,  &c.,  for  answer  to 
the  residue  of  the  said  bill,  and  in  support  of 
his  said  plea,  saith,  that  he  admits  that  be 
has  in  his  possession  the  indenture  of  assign- 
ment in  the  said  bill  mentioned,  &c.,  and 
also  the  books  relating  to  the  said  business, 
and  divers  accounts,  &c.,  relating  thereto ; 
but,  save  as  aforesaid,  this  defendant  denies  it 
to  be  tru^  that  he  has  now  or  has  had  in  his 
custody,  possession,  or  power,  &c.,  divers  or 
any  accounts,  books  of  account,  &c.,  paper 
or  writing  connected  with,  mentioning,  re- 
ferring or  relating  to  any  of  the  matters  ux 
the  biU  mentioned,  or  whei^eby  the  truth  of 
the  same  matters  or  any  or  either  of  them 
would  appear ;  and  this  defendant  submits 
and  humbly  insists,  that  inasmuch  as  the 
said  books,  deeds  and  papers,  which  are  in 
this  defendant's  possession,  relate  exclusively 
to  the  title  of  this  defendant,  and  do  not  in 
any  way  tend  to  make  out  or  support  the 
said  alleged  claim  of  the  plaintiff  in  respect 
of  the  matters  in  the  bill  mentioned,  this 
defendant  is  not  bound  and  ought  not  to 
be  required  to  produce  the  same,  or  any 
or  either  of  them." 

Mr,  Temple  and  Mr,  Miller,  in  support 
of  the  plea.— This  is  a  good  negative  plea. 
The  denial  upon  oath  of  the  partnership  is 
sufficient,  without  affirming  the  truth  of  that 
denial — 


Drew  V.  Drew,  2  Ves.  &  B.  159. 
Story^s  Equity  Pleading,  417,  el  seq, 
Sanders  v.  King,  6  Mad.  61. 
Cwh  V.  WUcock,  5  Ibid.  328. 
Dengs  v.  Locock,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  205 ; 

s.  c.  (as  Dengs  v.  Shuekburgh,)  6  Law 

J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  330. 

Mr,  K.  Parker  and  Mr,  Winstanley,  for 
the  bill. — The  language  of  this  plea  is  that 
of  an  answer  merely,  and  the  issue  tendered 
by  it  is  merely  the  denial,  and  not  the  truth 
of  the  denial — 

Hardman  v.  Ellames,  2  Myl.  &  K.  743 ; 
s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) Chanc.  181. 

King  v.  Heming,  9  Sim.  59. 
The  answer,  notwiUistanding  the  36th  Order 
of  August  1841,  overrules  the  plea — DeU 
V.Hale  {I). 

Mr,  Temple  replied. 

May  1.— WiGRAH,y.C.— ThebiUin  this 
case  alleges,  that  a  partnership  in  trade  was 
formed  between  Thomas  Harris  and  William 
Harris,  and  that  it  was  carried  on  by  the 
two  until  the  death  of  W.  Harris ;  and  the 
bill  charges  that  if  the  books  of  the  concern 
were  produced,  the  truth  of  the  matters 
would  appear.  The  bill  suggests  a  pre- 
tence on  the  part  of  the  d^endant,  that 
there  was  no  such  partnership,  and  then 
charges  several  special  &ct8  aa  evidence 
of  the  partnership ;  and  it  chaiges,  amongst 
other  things,  that  the  defendant  has  in  his 
possession  documents  from  which  the  truth 
of  the  several  matters  in  the  bill  men- 
tioned would  i^ppear.  The  defendant  then 
pleaded  to  the  bill  a  plea  which  covered 
many  of  the  matters  mentioned  in  the  bill 
as  evidence  of  the  existence  of  partnership, 
and  which,  if  admitted  by  the  answer,  would 
be  evidence  in  this  court,  or  before  a  jury, 
that  there  had  been  such  a  partnership.  If 
that  plea  had  been  allowed,  the  plaintiff  could 
not  have  excepted  to  any  of  the  matters  in 
the  answer  which  the  plea  covered.  I  was, 
therefore,  of  opinion,  that  as  the  plaintiff  had 
a  right  to  the  discovery,  the  plea  covered 
too  much.  Dengs  v.  Locock  is  an  authority 
to  shew  that  a  plea  in  that  form  could  not 
be  sustained.  As  I  could  give  the  defendant 
leave  to  amend  without  any  alteration  in  the 
answer,  leave  was  given  to  amend  the  plea, 

(1)  2  You.  &  Col  N.€.  1. 
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and  the  plea,  as  amended,  in  point  of  form  is 
substantially  right. 

It  is  theiefore  a  negative  plea  to  so  much 
of  the  bill  as  alleges  a  partnership,  and 
as  asks  the  defendant  to  give  a  discovery 
of  matters  in  which  the  plaintiff  can  have 
no  interest,  if  no  partnership  has  existed. 
The  plea  is  framed  with  a  proper  regard 
to  the  rules  of  pleading,  because,  as  the 
case  now  stands,  the  plaintiff  may,  by  ex- 
cepting to  the  answer,  obtain  a  discovery 
of  all  those  matters  which  are  alleged  as 
evidence  of  her  case ;  and  so  far  in  principle 
the  plea  appears  to  be  right.  But  then  this 
circumstance  occurs:  the  bill  alleges,  that 
the  defendant  has  in  his  possession  docu- 
ments, from  which  the  trutli  of  the  several 
matters  would  appear;  which  is  a  charge, 
that  if  the  documents  were  produced  the 
truth  of  all  the  matters  charged  in  the  bill 
would  appear.  The  substance  of  the  pas- 
sages in  the  answer  that  apply  to  this  part 
of  the  bill  is,  that  the  defendant  admits  that 
he  has  in  his  possession  documents  and 
papers  relating  to  the  alleged  partnership ; 
and  except  these,  he  has  no  documents 
in  his  possession  relating  to  the  matters 
in  question,  or  from  which  the  truth  of  the 
matters  mentioned  in  the  bill  would  ap- 
pear; which  is  an  answer  pregnant  with 
the  admission,  that  the  documents  which 
he  has  would  shew  that ;  it  is  no  denial  that 
these  documents  would  not  shew  the  truth 
of  the  matters  charged  in  the  bill.  Then 
follows  this  passage,  which  is  the  only  one 
that  can  be  called  a  denial :  that  inasmuch 
as  the  books,  deeds,  and  papers  in  the  defen- 
dant's possession  relate  exclusively  to  the 
tide  of  the  defendant,  and  do  not  tend  to 
support  the  alleged  claim,  the  defendant 
submits  that  he  is  not  bound  to  produce 
them.  I  am  of  opinion  that  that  is  simply 
an  argumentative,  and  not  that  positive  de- 
nial which  the  rule  of  the  Court  requires. 

The  only  question,  therefore,  is,  the  defen- 
dant having  submitted  to  give  all  the  dis- 
covery the  plaintiff  asks,  so  far  as  it  is  right, 
whether,  upon  the  argument  of  the  plea,  it 
is  not  necessary  that  the  answer  denying  that 
allegation  of  the  bill  should  be  upon  the  record 
to  support  the  plea  upon  argument.  That 
depends  entirely  upon  the  question,  whether 
this  case  &0s  withm  those  in  which,  in  tech- 
nical language,  an  answer  isnecessary  tosup- 
port  the  plea.     Lord  Redesdale,  in  his  book 


on  Pleading,  calls  them  anomalous  pleas ; 
where  a  plaintiff  files  his  bill  for  relief,  ad- 
mitting &  primd  facie  case  for  the  defendant, 
of  which  he  gives  as  an  instance,  the  case  of 
a  bill  to  impeach  a  decree  on  the  ground  of 
fraud,  where  the  decree  is  pleaded  in  bar, 
with  an  averment  negativing  the  charge  of 
fraud.  The  bill  admits  that  the  defendant 
is  in  possession  of  a  decree  which  would  be 
a  complete  answer  to  the  bill,  but  it  suggests 
that  it  was  obtained  by  fraud,  and  suggests 
a  number  of  facts  as  evidence  of  the  fraud 
averred.  The  defendant,  besides  negativ- 
ing the  fraud  by  an  averment  in  the  plea, 
must  support  his  plea  by  an  answer  as  to  the 
circumstances,  or  the  Court  will  intend  that 
the  allegation  of  fraud  is  not  sufficiently 
denied.  Another  analogous  case  is,  where  the 
plaintiff  admits  the  possession  of  a  deed  by 
the  defendant,  which  deed  on  the  face  of  it 
entitles  the  defendant  to  that  which  he  has 
got ;  but  the  plaintiff  suggests,  that  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  the  defen- 
dant had  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  equity; 
and  then  suggests  a  number  of  facts  which, 
if  admitted,  would  prove  the  notice;  the 
defendant  then  pleads  the  deed,  admitted  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  avers  that  he  had  no  notice ; 
and  as  Lord  Redesdale  says,  he  is  bound 
also  to  give  an  answer.  So  also  where  the 
plaintiff  files  a  bill  for  an  account,  admitting 
that  six  years  have  elapsed  since  the  cause  of 
action  arose,  and  suggesting  that  the  defen- 
dant relies  upon  the  Statute  of  Limitations ; 
but  the  plaintiff  also  suggests  a  subsequent 
acknowledgment,  and  charges  &cts  to  shew 
that.  I  mention  this  last  case,  not  because 
it  is  similar  to  the  present  case,  but  because 
such  was  the  state  of  facts  which  arose  in 
Foley  V.  HiU  (2),  where  Lord  Cottenham 
goes  into  the  law  of  the  case,  and  says,  that 
where  a  bill  contains  a  specific  allegation, 
which,  if  true,  would  shew  the  plea  to  be 
bad,  there  the  defendant  is  bound  to  answer, 
so  as  to  have  the  answer  upon  the  file  at 
the  time  of  the  aigument  of  the  plea ;  and 
in  that  case  he  overruled  the  plea. 

The  cases  of  negative  pleas  are  very  few 
in  number ;  but  the  case  of  an  anomalous 
plea  is,  in  truth,  the  case  of  a  negative 
plea.  It  is  the  same  as  if  the  plaintiff 
filed  his  bill  to  enforce  his  demand,  and 
the  defendant  pleaded  a  decree  or  a  deed, 

(2)  8  Myl.  &  Cr.  475. 
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fund  the  pklntiff  had  replied  fraud,  which  re- 
plication admitted  the  deed :  which  is  what 
the  plaintiff  is  supposed  to  do  in  the  case  of 
an  anomalous  plea,  and  the  defendant  takes 
issue  upon  the  firaud.  The  rule  of  the  Court 
is,  that  the  plea  must  he  accompanied  by  an 
answer,  so  as  to  be  on  the  file  at  the  time  of 
the  argument  of  the  plea.  I  have  a  strong 
impression  that  in  some  case  before  Sir  J, 
Leach,  he  refisrs  to  the  rule  as  to  anomalous 
pleas  to  shew  what  a  negative  plea  is. 

In  this  case  the  bill  alleged  a  partnership, 
and  that  the  truth  of  the  matters  wotdd  appear 
if  the  documents  were  produced.  The  rule 
of  the  Court  is,  that  whatever  the  plea  or 
answer  does  not  deny,  the  pleader  is  taken 
to  have  admitted.  Here  the  allegation  in 
the  bill  is  admitted,  that  the  trudi  of  the 
defendant's  plea  would  be  falsified  by  the 
production  of  documents  in  his  own  posses- 
sion. There  is  no  doubt  about  the  rule, 
wherever  the  matter  is  matter  of  law,  or  a 
mixed  question  of  law  or  hct ;  a»  ex,  gr,ui 
the  question  of  notice,  it  has  been  deter* 
mined  that  the  defendfoit  must  support  his 
plea  by  answer  as  to  the  facts,  because  the 
Court  will  not  allow  him  to  draw  his  own 
conclusion,  whether  the  special  matters  con- 
stitute notice  or  not.  So  with  respect  to 
the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  cases  of 
fraud,  where  a  conclusion  is  to  be  drawn  by 
a  court  of  justice  from  facts,  the  Court  re- 
quires an  answer  to  support  the  plea.  The 
only  difficulty  I  have  had  about  the  case  ii, 
that  the  simple  allegation  of  partnership  is  a 
fact,  though  partnership  is  a  mixed  question 
of  law  and  fict :  because  what  constitutes  a 
partnership  is  a  question  of  law,  yet  issue  is 
joined  upon  the  question  of  fact. 

I  do  not  give  any  opinion,  whether  upon  the 
axgument  of  a  plea  it  is  neoessary  for  the 
defendant  to  give  a  complete  admission  of 
everything  which  merely  goes  to  shew  the 
truth  of  a  plea;  for  the  question  upcm  the 
argument  of  a  plea  is,  not  whether  it  is  true 
or  fidse,  for  the  plea  is  taken  to  be  true  for 
the  purpose  of  aigumeat ;  and  all  the  Court 
decides  upon  the  aigument  is,  whether,  if 
true  in  fact,  it  is  good  in  law :  if  the  Court 
hold  it  good,  then  the  party  goes  to  issue 
upon  the  truth  of  it ;  therefore  I  give  no 
opinion  whether  an  allegation  that  a  party 
acted  as  partner,  and  held  himself  out  to 
the  world  as  a  partner,  is  an  allegation  of 
facts  which  must  be  answered. 


In  this  oase  the  allagalion  ispredseythat 
the  truth  of  the  allegations  in  the  bill 
would  appear  by  the  production  of  the 
documents.  It  is  dear,  that  whatever  a 
defendant  does  not  deny  he  admits ;  he  ad- 
mits then  that  the  truth  would  appear,  not 
by  inference  of  fact,  or  as  matter  of  evidence, 
but  he  admits  himself  that  his  own  plea 
would  be  falsified  by  evidence  in  his  own 
possession.  I  am  quite  dear,  that  the  Court 
invariably  holds,  that  in  such  a  case  an 
answer  must  support  the  plea,  and  that  if  it 
does  not,  the  plea  is  bad.  I  had  considered 
whether  I  might  allow  the  defendant  to 
amend,  but  Fokjf  v.  Hill  is  a  direct  authority 
against  doing  so :  for  there  Lord  Cottenham 
said,  he  might  have  given  the  defendants 
leave  to  amend  their  plea  sw^UciieTf  if  that 
would  have  answered  their  purpose ;  but  he 
refused  to  allow  the  answer  in  support  of  the 
plea  to  be  amended. 

Plea  ditaUamed. 


{ 


HAU.  9.  PALMER. 
RU6SSLL  9.  PALMER. 


WlQRAM,  V.C. 

May  7,  8. 

CoJiabiiation — Bond — Delivery. 

The  testator^  who  had  cohabited  with  A. 
for  many  year$^  and  had  had  three  ehildrm 
by  her,  executed  a  bond  to  eeeure  to  her  an 
annmity  after  his  deaths  and  deposited  it 
with  hie  own  eoUcitor^  for  sitfe  euetody.  At 
the  time  of  giving  instruetione  for  the  bend, 
the  testator  stated  that  he  thomght  he  on^t 
to  provide  for  A^  as  the  mother  of  his  ehU- 
dren^  but  that  it  was  not  his  imtention  to 
break  off  the  conasexum;  and  the  evidence 
tended  to  shew  that  the  connexion  did  in  fact 
continue.  It  appeared  that  the  bond  re- 
mained  in  the  custody  of  the  testator*s  soU' 
ctfor,  and  thai  A,  did  not  know  of  its  exists 
enee  till  after  the  testator's  death : — HeU 
on  bill  by  A^  iha$  the  bond  was  for  good 
eonsiderationf  and  being  duly  sealed  and 
delivered^  was  bindingf  notwUhstatiding  U 
remained  in  the  possession  </  the  testator. 

This  was  a  creditors'  suit,  instituted  by 
Mary  Hall,  to  recover  the  airears  of  an 
annuity  secured  to  her  by  the  bond  of  the 
testator,  who  had  cohabited  with  her  formaoy 
years,  and  had  had  three  diildrmi,  the  fruits 
of  that  connexion.     It  appeared  by  Uie  evi- 
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denoe  that  the  testator,  after  having  by  his 
will  provided  liberally  for  his  three  natural 
children,  went  to  his  solicitor,  and  asked 
him  whether  he  ought  not  to  provide  for  the 
lady,  who  was  the  mother  of  his  children, 
in  case  she  should  survive  him ;  and  on  the 
solicitor    answering   that  he   thought  the 
testator  was  under  an  obligation  so  to  do, 
the  testator,  shortly  afterwards,  duly  sealed 
and  delivered  a  bond  to  secure  to  the  plain- 
tiff Mary  Hall  an  annuity,  payable  after  his 
death,  in  case  she  should  survive  him,  and 
gave  the  same,  when  executed,  to  his  soli- 
citor for  safe  custody.     It  was  in  evidence 
also  that  the  testator,  in  giving  instructions 
for  the  preparation  of  the  bond,  declared 
that  it  was  not  his  intention  to  break  off  his 
connexion  with  the  plaintiff;  and  the  evi- 
dence also  went  to  shew  that  the  connexion 
did  in  fact  continue.     It  appeared  that  it 
was  not  till  after  the  death  of  the  testator 
that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  existence  of 
the  bond,  which  had  remained  in  the  soli- 
citor's hands  from  the  time  of  the  execution. 
On  discovery  of  the  bond,  the  plaintiff  in- 
stituted a  suit  to  recover  tiie  arrears  of  the 
annuity  due  upon  the  bond  out  of  the  tes- 
tator's estate.     By  the  decree,  at  the  hear- 
ing, it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire 
and  state  whether  the  bond  in  question  was 
for  good  consideration,  and  whether  it  was 
duly  sealed  and  delivered  by  the  testator 
as  his  act  and  deed.     The  Master  reported 
in  favour  of  the  validity  of  the  bond  on 
both  points ;  and  the  cause  now  came  on 
upon  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report. 

Mr,  Cooper  and  Mr,  H,  Clarke^  for  the 
exceptions.— The  bond  was  never  out  of 
the  custody  of  the  obligor.  In  order  to  make 
such  a  bond  valid  it  is  essential  that  it 
should  be  delivered  to  some  third  party,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  obligee;  otherwise  the 
obligor  would  have  the  power  of  cancelling 
it.  It  appears  also  that  the  cohabitation 
continued  after  the  existence  of  the  bond ; 
and  that  wiU  affect  the  consideration  as  a 
turpU  coniractu8.  The  intention  even  to 
continue  the  intercourse  will  make  the  bond 
void.  « 

Dillon  V.  Coppin,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  647 ; 
s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  87. 
Shep,  Touch,  p.  57. 
MarckUmesB  of  Annandak  v.  Harris^  2 

P.  Wms.  432. 
Spieer  ▼.  Hayward^  Free.  Chanc.  114. 
New  Series,  XIIL-^hanc. 


Cray  v.  Rooke,  Cases  temp.  Talbot,  15S. 
Turner  v.  Vaughan,  2  Wils.  339. 
BaUtf  V.  Chester,  5  Beav.  103. 
Binningion  v.  fVallis,  4  B.  &  Aid.  650. 
Lloyd  V.  Carter,  2  Atk.  84. 
Gray  v.  Mathias,  5  Yes.  286. 

Mr.  RomiUy  and  Mr,  Elderton,  in  sup- 
port of  the  Master's  report. — Gray  v.  ilfa- 
thias  is  conclusive  upon  this  case.  The 
onus  is  on  those  who  impeach  the  bond,  to 
prove  that  the  consideration  is  bad.  If  the 
bond  was  duly  sealed  and  delivered,  and 
the  testator  had  retained  it  in  his  own  pos- 
session, and  had  afterwards  destroyed  it, 
the  obligee  might  have  sued  upon  it — Sear 
V.  AshweU^l), 

Mr.  Cooper  replied. 

WiGRAM,  y.C.  —  This  is  a  dry  legal 
question,  whether  the  testator's  estate  is 
liable  to  the  payment  of  this  bond  ;  and  if 
the  parties,  at  the  hearing,  had  asked  fordt, 
this  case  might  have  gone  to  law:  but  a 
decree  has  been  submitted  to,  referring  to 
the  Master  every  fact  that  could  be  gone 
into  at  law,  to  try  the  validity  of  the  bond. 
Though  the  Court  will  generally  send  a 
legal  question  to  a  jury,  the  Court  has  per- 
fect jurisdiction  to  try  both  the  fact  and  the 
law.  Where  the  parties  have  submitted  to 
a  reference,  the  Court  ought  not  to  send  the 
case  to  law,  unless,  after  an  investigation  of 
the  circumstances,  the  Court  entertains  any 
doubt.  The  law  has  been  correctly  stated 
to  be,  that  if  a  bond  be  given  for  future 
cohabitation,  either  wholly  or  in  part,  it  is 
void.  Another  way  of  stating  the  question 
is,  that  if  the  instrument  is  of  such  a  nature 
as  to  give  to  either  party  a  motive  to  con- 
tinue the  connexion,  it  is  void  on  the 
ground  of  its  being  turpis  contractus. 

But  in  this  case  there  is  no  ground  for  say- 
ing that  the  bond  is  of  that  nature,  and  for 
two  reasons :  one  is,  that  Palmer's  evidence 
satisfactorily  gives  Uie  history  of  the  bond. 
The  obligor  had  made  a  liberal  provision 
for  his  tl^ree  natural  children,  and  he  after- 
wards asks  Palmer  whether  he  ought  not  to 
make  provision  for  the  lady,  who  was  the  mo- 
ther of  those  three  children,  after  his  death. 
Palmer  tells  him  that  he  thinks  be  is  under 
an  obligation  so  to  do.     The  testator  then 

(1)  S  SwBDst  411,  n. 
2Z 
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goes  to  his  solicitor  and  executes  the  bond. 
The  onus  being  upon  those  who  dispute 
the  bond,  to  shew  a  bad  consideration,  I 
should  infer  from  ibis,  that  it  was  given  in 
consideration  of  past  cohabitation,  and  be- 
cause she  was  the  mother  of  his  three,  chil- 
dren. The  other  ground  is,  that  the  lady 
never  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  bond. 
It  occurred  to  me,  yesterday,  that  if  the 
lady  did  not  know  of  the  bond,  it  would 
give  rise  to  this  question — that  she  was  not 
in  the  situation  of  a  party  to  whom  a  bond 
was  given,  and  who  knew  that  she  was  in- 
dependent of  the  testator,  and  that  she  might 
withdraw  from  the  connexion,  and  live  upon 
his  bounty ;  but  I  do  not  find  that  put  as 
the  ground  in  any  of  the  cases.  I  cannot 
distinguish  this  from  the  case  of  Gray  v. 
Mathias:  in  that  case  there  were  two  bonds, 
one  payable  after  the  death  of  the  testator ; 
the  other  given  in  consideration  and  in  con- 
templation of  a  continuance  of  the  inter- 
course, which  did  in  fact  continue.  The 
bill  being  filed  to  have  the  two  bonds  de- 
livered up,  there  was  no  question  that  if 
the  first  had  been  invalid,  a  court  of  equity 
has  jurisdiction  to  have  it  delivered  up ; 
but  the  Court  refused  to  do  so  because  Uie 
case  was  too  clear  to  admit  of  a  doubt ;  in 
the  case  of  the  other  bond  the  Court  refused 
relief  because  it  was  bad  at  law,  and  there- 
fore the  plaintiff  did  not  want  the  assistance 
of  a  court  of  equity.  In  the  present  case,  the 
cohabitation  continued,  but  the  testator 
says,  I  will  give  her  this  bond  as  the  mother 
of  my  children ;  though  at  the  same  time 
he  asserted  that  he  had  no  intention  of 
breaking  off  the  connexion.  The  evidence 
would  lead  me  to  suppose  that  the  con- 
nexion continued,  though  that  is  not  very 
clear.  The  obligor,  however,  does  very 
little  more  than  mention  his  intention  of 
living  with  her :  the  reasonable  construction 
is,  that  he  meant  to  maintain  her,  but  not 
to  make  a  companion  of  .her  as  his  lawful 
wife.  I  do  not  think  there  is  ground 
enough  to  send  it  to  a  court  of  law. 

The  next  point  is  whether,  by  the  conceal- 
ment of  the  bond  and  the  giving  it  to  Palmer, 
it  is  still  a  binding  instrument  between  the 
parties.  One  question  referred  to  the  Master 
was,  whether  the  testator  delivered  the  bond 
as  hu  act  and  deed :  the  Master  has  found 
that  in  the  afiirmative. 

Does  then  the  &ct  of  the  bond  remaining 


in  the  testator's  possession  makes  any  dif- 
fefence  ?  When  the  instrument  remains  in 
the  possession  of  the  author  of  it,  the  ques- 
tion is  always,  whether  there  was  a  sealing 
and  delivery  of  it ;  and  when  there  is  once 
distinct  evidence  of  the  sealing  and  delivery, 
then  *the  question  of  law  arises  whether  the 
retainer  by  the  author  will  make  it  void  at 
law— Z)t2/on  V.  Coppin,  Doe  dem.  Gartums 
V.  Knight  (2).  If  the  sealing  and  delivery  is 
proved,  the  obligation  is  conclusive,  and 
the  &ct  of  retainer  does  not  invalidate  the 
bond.  Moreover,  Palmer,  in  his  evidence 
states,  that  the  obligor  attended  at  his  office 
for  the  purpose  of  making  the  bond,  and 
then  gave  it  to  Palmer  to  take  care  of  it ; 
and  the  bond,  when  wanted,  is  found  among 
some  papers  belonging  to  the  children  of 
the  testator. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  think  that  the  finding 
of  the  Master  is  right,  that  the  considera- 
tion of  the  bond  was  good,  and  that  it  was 
sealed  and  delivered  by  the  testator  as  his 
act  and  deed. 


L.C.                 1 

FEARENSIDB 

1843. 

V. 

April25,  26,  28,  29; 

DBRHAM. 

June  6, 7, 8, 10, 14, 15, 24. 

» 

1844. 

THOMPSON 

April  24  ; 

O. 

May  8. 

DSRHAM. 

Partners — Banker* 8  Account — Equitable 

Mortgage — Fixtures  —  Bankrupt  —  Order 

and  Disposition, 

In  1829,  A.  entered  into  partnership  with 
three  other  parties,  AU  the  capital  was  found 
by  A^  and  he  was  to  have  eleven  twentieths 
<^  the  profits,  and  the  other  parties  were  to 
take  the  remainder.  The  partnership  was 
to  continue  till  1845 ;  and  if  A,  died  before 
that  time,  he  was  authorized  to  name  one  of 
his  sons  to  succeed  him,  as  to  five  twentieths^ 
and  A,  was  to  leave  in  the  concern^  or  his  son 
was  to  bring  into  it,  a  capital  not  exceeding 
30,000/.,  and  the  surviving  partners  were  to 
give  security  on  the  property  of  the  partner^ 
shipi,  for  such  part  of  jVs  interest  as  should 
not  be  given  to  his  son  ;  and  the  amount  was  to 
be  paid  off  by  instalments.     In  1832,  U  was 

(2)  5B.6cC.67li  •.0.4UWJ.  |Up.K.B.  161. 
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agreed  thai  A.  should  have  only  five  twen^ 
tieths  in  the  concern.  A,  by  his  will^  after 
referring  to  his  power  of  naming  a  son  to 
succeed  him,  disposed  of  his  interest  to  such 
one  or  two  of  his  sons  as  his  wife  should  ap* 
point ;  and  directed  that  part  of  the  profits 
should  he  applied  in  the  support  of  his  sons 
during  their  minority,  and  the  remainder  he 
accumulated  as  part  of  his  personal  estate, 
and  he  appointed  his  wife  and  two  of  his 
partners  executors. 

During  A's  life,  the  partnership  borrowed 
money  from   their  hankers,  and  deposited 
with  them  the  title-deeds  of  the  real  estate 
belonging  to  the  partnership ;  and  a  large 
amount  was  due  to  them  at  A^s  death.     A*s 
sons  were  minors,  and  the  hanking  account 
was  continued  without  any  alteration.     A*s 
capital  was  continued  in  the  concern,  and  a 
separate  account  was  opened  in  the  books  of 
the  firm  with  A*s  executors.     In  1839,  the 
firm  became  bankrupt,  being  largely  indebted 
to  the  bank,  but  the  amount  which  had  been 
paid  by  them  to  the  hank  since  A*s  death, 
w€u  greater  than  the  sum  due  from  A,  and 
his  partners  at  that  time : — Held,  that  the 
executors  were  justified  in  continuing  the  tes* 
taior's  capital  in  the  concern,  and  that  the  Hen 
of  the  bank  was  discharged  by  the  payments 
made  subsequently  to  A*s  death ;  and  that 
A*s  representatives  were  entitled  to  a  lien  on 
the  estate  of  the  firm  to  the  amount  of  the 
value  ofA*s  capital  above  30,000/. 

A  firm  deposited  a  lease  with  their  hankers 
as  a  security.  Severalfixtures  on  the  premises 
were  the  property  of  the  firm.  The  lease 
expired,  and  the  firm  continued  to  occupy 
the  premises  as  yearly  tenants,  and  afters 
wards  made  an  agreement  for  a  new  lease, 
the  counterpart  of  which  was  deposited  with 
the  bankers,  and  they  engaged  to  deposit  the 
new  lease  when  they  obtained  it :  the  firm 
then  became  bankrupt,  and  the  landlord 
thereupon  declared  the  lease  forfeited: — 
Held,  that  the  tenants*  fixtures  were  not  in 
their  **  order  and  disposition,"  so  as  to  pass 
to  their  assignees,  but  that  the  bankers  had  a 
vaUd  lien  upon  them. 

For  some  time  previously  to  1 829,  Wil- 
liam Hinde  had  carried  on  the  business  of  a 
worsted-spinner  and  woolstaplerat  Dolphin - 
holme,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  and  at 
Leeds,  In  partnership  with  Samuel  Hinde 
and  John  Patchett.    In  1829,  the  two  last- 


named  parties  retired  from  the  business,  and 
William  Hinde  purchased  all  their  interest 
in  the  partnership  stock  and  property,  and 
gave  Patchett  a  bond  for  the  payment  of  a 
large  sum.     He  then  entered  into  partner- 
ship with  Walter  Alan  Hinde,  James  Der- 
ham,  and  Robert  Derham ;  and  articles  of 
partnership  were  executed  by  these  four 
several  parties,  dated  the  1st  of  June  1829. 
The  partnership  was  to  continue  till  the 
14th   of  June   1845.     The    freehold  and 
leasehold  mills,  the  stock  in  trade,  ma-^ 
chinery,  utensils,  and  effects,  which  were 
mentioned  in  the  articles,  were  to  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  partners,  and  (subject  to  the 
provisions  therein  contained)  were  to  be 
considered  as  divided  into  twenty  parts  or 
shares,  of  which  eleven  twentieths  were  to 
be  the  property  of  William   Hinde,   and 
three  twentieths  the  property  of  each  of  the 
other  partners.   William  Hinde,  in  addition 
to  the  sums  which  were  to  be  advanced  by 
his  partners,  was  to  bring  into  the  partner- 
ship such  fiirther  sum  as  might  be  necessary 
for  carrying  on  the  trade ;  and  the  three 
last-named  partners  were  to  bring  into  the 
business  such  sums  as  they  might  find  it 
convenient  to  do.  If  capital  were  brought  in 
by  the  three  last-named  partners,  exceeding 
the  capital  which  was  necessary  to  carry  on 
the  trade,  William  Hinde  was  to  withdraw 
any  part  of  his  capital  in  proportion  to  the 
money  brought  in  by  his  partners ;  and  in 
the  meantime  61 ,846^.  I  Os.,  being  the  amount 
or  value  of  the  real  and  personal  estate, 
stock  in  trade  and  effects  which  were  to  be 
transferred  to  the  partners,  was  to  be  con- 
sidered as  the  capital  of  William  Hinde. 
The  profits  of  the  partnership,  subject  to  the 
payment  of  interest  on  the  capital  at  51.  per 
cent.,  and  certain  allowances  to  each  of  th& 
partners  except  William  Hinde,  was  to  be 
divided  among  the  partners  in  the  proportion 
of  eleven  twentieths  to  William  Hinde,  and 
three  twentieths  to  each  of  the  others.  Any 
of  the  partners,  with  the  consent  of  the 
others,   might  lend    money   to  the  finUi. 
Books  were  to  be  kept  of  the  partnership 
dealings.   A  frill  account  and  valuation  waa 
to  be  made  out  between  tl^e  20th  of  .May 
and  the  1st  of  June  in  each  year,  or  as  soon 
after  as  conveniently  might  be,  of  the  stock 
in  trade,  and  of  all  the  r^  and  personal  es- 
tates, monies,  and  effects  of  the  partnership,, 
in  order  to  shew  the  annual  profit  or  loss. 
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and  to  enable  the  partners  to  estimate  and 
asoertain  the  amount  of  their  respective 
shares  and  interests  in  the  concern ;  and 
this  account  was  to  he  signed  by  and  to  be 
conclusive  between  the  partners,  except  as 
to  the  debts  and  credits  of  the  concern,  in 
respect  of  which  the  account  was  to  be  cor- 
rected as  circumstances  or  casualties  might 
require,  and  the  account  was  not  to  be  after* 
wards  called  in  question,  unless  on  discovery, 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  parties  who  settled  it, 
of  some  manifest  error  to  the  amount  of  100^. 
or  upwards.  The  real  estate  of  the  partner- 
ship was  to  be  treated,  for  the  purposes  of 
the  partnership,  as  part  of  the  capital  and 
as  personal  estate. 

The  twenty-fifth  article  provided,  that  in 
case  of  the  death  of  any  of  the  parties  before 
the  expiration  of  the  partnen^p  term,  the 
surviving  partners  or  partner  should,  during 
the  remainder  of  the  term,  pay  to  ihe  widow 
or  children  of  the  deceased  partner,  or  to  such 
person  as  he  should  by  will  direct,  certain 
annual  sums,  being  400^.  per  annum  on  the 
death  of  William  Hinde  for  his  widow,  and 
200/.  per  annum  on  the  death  of  any  of  the 
other  partners,  for  their  widows  and  chil- 
dren ;  but  no  such  payment  was  to  be  made 
if  there  was  no  widow  or  child. 

The  twenty-sixth  article  provided,  that 
in  ease  William  Hinde  should  die  before 
the  expiration  of  the  partnership  term,  and 
should  leave  a  son  or  sons  him  surviving, 
that  then  he  should  be  at  liberty,  by  any 
writing,  to  take  effect  upon  his  decease,  or 
by  his  will,  to  nominate  any  one  or  more  of 
has  sons  to  succeed  him,  as  to  five  of  the  said 
twentieth  shares  of  the  joint  trade,  and  the 
capital  and  future  profits  thereof;  and  that 
such  son  or  sons  should  thereupon  do  and 
execute  all  such  acts  and  deeds  as  might 
be  requisite  for  substituting  and  confirming 
him  or  them  respectively  in  the  place  of 
William  Hinde.  Provided  always,  that 
neither  such  son  or  sons,.nor  the  represen- 
tatives of  William  Hinde,  were  to  be  at 
liberty  to  interfere  in  the  management  of 
the  affairs  of  the  partnership ;  and  the  sur- 
viving partners  were  to  be  at  liberty  to 
make  any  alteration  in  the  firm. 

The  twenty-seventh  article  provided,  that 
if  W.  Hinde  should  die  and  nominate  any  son 
or  sons  to  succeed  him  in  the  partnership,  he, 
(William  Hinde,)  his  executors  or  admin- 
istrators, or  any  such  son  or  sons  as  might 


become  a  partner  or  partners  as  last  afore- 
said, should  continue  in,  or  otherwise  ad- 
vance and  bring  into  the  partnership,  such 
sum  of  money,  as  his  and  their  capital,  as 
the  other  partners  might  require  for  that  pmw 
pose,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  M,0002. ; 
and  that,  subject  to  the  annual  allowanoes 
to  each  of  the  other  partners,  or  any  of  ^bax 
widows,  and  the  payments  of  interest  on  the 
capital  of  all  parties  engaged  in  the  joint 
trade,  the  profits  and  effects  of  the  partner* 
ship  should  be  divided  into  lour  equal  parts 
or  shares,  one-foorth  to  bdong  to  such  son 
or  sons  of  William  Hinde,  and  one  other 
fourth  to  each  of  the  other  partners  or  his 
representatives. 

The  twenty-eighth  article  provided,  that 
in  case  of  the  deceSse  of  William  Hinde,  be- 
fore the  expiration  of  the  partnership  terra, 
the  surviving  partners  (if  two  or  more  of 
them  should  be  then  living)  should  purchase 
such  share  of  William  Hinde,  in  the  fireehold 
and  leasehold  estates  belonging  to  the  part- 
nership, and  the  machinery,  utaisils,  stock 
in  trade,  debts  and  effects  thereof^  as  should 
not  be  disposed  of  to  any  of  his  children,  at 
such  sum  of  money  as  the  same  were  or 
appeared  to  have  been  valued  at,  at  the  time 
of  the  last  annual  stock-taking,  and  such 
surviving  partners  should  within  one  nacmth 
next  after  such  decease,  or  as  soon  after- 
wards as  circumstances  would  permit,  exe- 
cute to  the  executors  or  administrators  of 
William  Hinde  a  good  and  sufficient  mort- 
gage or  mortgages  of  the  fireehold  and  lease- 
hold estates  of  the  partnership,  (subject  to 
any  existing  incumbrances,)  and  also  the 
joint  and  several  bond  of  the  surviving  or 
continuing  partners  for  securing  to  the  exe- 
cutors or  administrators  of  William  Hinde, 
his  amount  and  share  thereof  in  the  partner- 
ship estates,  and  of  the  stocks  and  effects, 
except  bad  or  doubtful  debts,  together  with 
interest  from  the  time  of  such  last  stock- 
taking, at  the  rate  of  51,  per  cent,  per  annum, 
in  addition  to  the  annual  sum  payable  to 
his  widow,  as  follows,  namely,  l,500i^  at 
the  end  of  each  succeeding  year,  with  in- 
terest after  the  rate  aforesaid  half-yearly,  on 
the  amount  of  the  principal  sum,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  should  from  time  to  time  remain 
unpaid,  until  the  time  of  payment.  Provided 
that  no  such  yearly  payment  of  the  capital 
of  William  Hinde  should  be  made  or  become 
payable  to  his  executors  or  administrators 
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until  the  year  1835,  and  to  on  annually 
after  that  time ;  hut  if  there  should  not  be 
two  of  the  partners  living  at  the  decease  of 
William  Hinde,  then  the  partnership,  was  to 
be  dissolved. 

The  partnership  opened  an  account  with 
the  Lancaster  Banking  Company,  under  the 
firm  of  Hindes  &  Derhams;  and  in  July 
1882  they  were  indebted  to  the  company  in 
a  considerable  amount,  and,  being  desirous 
of  obtaining  a  further  advance,  they  de- 
posited with  the  company  the  title-deeds  of 
a  freehold  estate  at  Leeds  as  a  security.  On 
this  occasion  the  following  memorandum 
was  signed : — "  We,  the  undersigned  Wil- 
liam Hinde,  Walter  Alan  Hinde,  Robert 
Derham,  and  James  Derham,  of  Dolphin- 
holme,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  worsted- 
spinners,  have  this  day  deposited  in  the 
hands  of  Isaac  Greenwood  and  John  Fearen- 
side  (two  of  the  directors  of  the  Lancaster 
Banking  Company)  certain  title-deeds  and 
writings  relating  to  a  warehouse  and  other 
property,  situate  in  Meadow  Lane,  in  Leeds, 
in  the  countv  of  York,  and  which  is  con- 
veyed  to  the  said  W.  Hinde  alone,  but  for 
the  use  of  the  partnership  firm  of  Hindes  & 
Derhams,  for  securing  to  the  said  Lancaster 
Banking  Company  any  sum  or  sums  of 
money  which  may  at  any  time  or  times  be 
due  from  us  to  the  said  company  on  any 
account  whatsoever,  with  interest  and  com- 
mission thereon,  until  payment  thereof. 
And  we  hereby  agree  to  execute  a  mortgage 
of  the  said  warehouse  and  premises,  when- 
ever required  by  the  said  directors  and  their 
successors  or  any  of  them,  for  the  purpose 
of  better  securing  the  repayment  of  such 
sum  or  sums  of  money,  and  the  interest 
and  commissions  thereon  as  aforesaid.  As 
witness  our  hands  this  21st  day  of  July 
1882." 

This  memorandum  was  sent  to  the  com- 
pany by  R.  Derham,  in  a  letter  of  the  22nd 
of  July  1882,  in  which  was  the  following 
passage  : — **  The  deeds  are  put  into  your 
hands  to  secure  any  balances  due  from  the 
firm  of  Hindes  &  Derham  to  you,  and  when 
the  balance  is  paid  ofi'you  will  return  them, 
if  they  are  required  by  the  firm.  Pray 
write  me  an  acknowledgment  in  course." 
The  manager  of  the  company  in  his  reply 
to  R.  Derham,  stated,  '*  the  deeds  are  held 
as  a  standing  security   for  any  advances 


we  may  at  any  time  be  under  to  Hindey 
&  Derham,  and  when  such  advance  is  dis- 
diarged,  we  shall  be  ready  to  return  them 
to  you,  if  required." 

In  March  1883,  the  partnership  deposited 
with  the  company  the  title-deeds  of  some 
other  freehold  estate,  and  also  of  some  lease- 
holds, and  the  following  memorandum  was 
then  signed : — "  We,  the  undersigned  Wil- 
liam Hinde,  Walter  Alan  Hinde,  Robert 
Derham,  and  James  Derham,  all  of  Dol- 
phinholme,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster^and 
of  Leeds,  in  the  county  of  York,  worsted- 
spinners,  have  this  day  deposited  in  the 
hands  of  John  Fearenside  and  Isaac  Green- 
wood (two  of  the  directors  of  the  Lancaster 
Banking  Company)  certain  title-deeds  and 
writings  relating  to  freehold  premises,  situate 
in  Leeds  aforesaid,  and  lately  purchased  by 

us  from Rayner  and  others,  and  also 

certain  title-deeds,  leases,  and  writings 
relating  to  the  whole  of  our  freehold  and 
leasehold  property,  situate  at  or  near  Dol- 
phinholme  aforesaid,  with  all  the  dwelling- 
houses,  erections,  and  buildings,  mill-gear- 
ing, utensils,  and  machinery  made  and 
erected  thereon  and  attached  thereto,  and 
also  a  certain  bond  or  obligation,  bearing 
date  the  14th  day  of  June  1815,  under  the 
hand  and  seal  of  his  late  Grace  the  Duke  of 
Hamilton  and  Brandon,  in  the  penalty  of 
7,000/.,  with  a  condition  to  renew  a  certain 
lease  therein  mentioned  and  recited,  for 
securing  to  the  said  Lancaster  Banking 
Company  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  which 
may  at  any  time  or  times  be  due  from  us 
(under  the  present  firm  of  Hindes  &  Der- 
hams, or  under  any  other  firm  which  may 
hereidler  be  adopted)  to  the  said  company, 
on  any  account  whatsoever,  whether  for 
monies  advanced  to  the  present  or  any 
subsequent  firm,  or  for  any  liabilities  or 
engagements  which  the  said  Lancaster 
Banking  Company  may  be  placed  under 
on  account  of  any  of  such  firms,  together 
with  interest  and  commissions  thereon,  until 
payment  of  what  shall  be  found  due  to  them. 
And  we  do  hereby  agree  to  execute  a  mort- 
gage of  the  whole  of  the  said  freehold  and 
leasehold  hereditaments  and  premises,  and 
the  machinery  and  utensils  belonging 
thereto,  and  to  assign  the  said  bond,  with 
the  usual  power  of  sale  to  be  inserted  in  the 
said  mortgage   whenever  required  by  the 
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said  directors  or  tbeir  successorg  or  any  of 
them,  for  the  purpose  of  better  securing  the 
repayment  of  aU  such  sums  or  sum  of  money, 
and  the  interest  and  commissions  thereon, 
as  aforesaid.  As  witness  our  hands  this 
11th  day  of  March  1833." 

In  the  course  of  the  same  month  of  March 
1833,  the  partnership  gave  the  bank  a  fur- 
ther   security,    and    signed   the    following 
memorandum  :  —  "  We,    the  undersigned 
William  Hinde,  Walter  Alan  Hinde,  Robert 
Dediam,  and  James  Derham,  all  of  Dolphin- 
holme,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  and  of 
Leeds,  in   the  county  of  York,  worsted- 
spinners,  have  this  day  deposited  in   the 
hands  of  John  Fearenside  and  Isaac  Green- 
wood (two  of  the  directors  of  the  Lancaster 
Banking  Company)  certain  title-deeds  and 
writings  relating  to  certain  estates  in  the 
township  of  EUel,  in  the  said  county  of 
Lancaster,  called  Harbank  and  Common 
Bank,  lately   purchased  by  us  from  one 
Robert  Parker,  for  securing  to  the   said 
Lancaster  Banking  Company  any  sum  or 
sums  of  money  which  may  at  any  time  or 
times  be  due  from  us  (under  the  present 
jirm  of  Hindes  &  Derhams,  or  under  any 
other  firm  which  may  be  adopted)  to  the 
said  company,  on  any  account  whatsoever, 
with  interest  and  commissions  thereon,  until 
payment  thereof.     And  we  do  hereby  agree 
to  execute  a  mortgage  of  the  said  estates 
and  premises,   whenever  required  by  the 
said  directors  and  their  successors  or  any 
of  them,  for  the  purpose  of  better  securing 
the  repayment  of  such  sum  or  sums  of 
money  and   the  interest  and  commissions 
thereon,  as  aforesaid.    As  witness  our  hands 
this  16th  day  of  March  1833." 

In  February  1832,  the  partners  agreed 
that  they  should  be  interested  in  the  part- 
nership, in  the  following  proportions : — W. 
Hinde,  in  five  twentieths,  R.  Derham,  in 
six  twentieths,  J.  Derham  in  five  twen- 
tieths, and  W.  A.  Hinde,  in  four  twentieths ; 
and  it  was  further  agreed,  that  the  annual 
stock-taking  should  be  on  the  30th  of  June 
in  each  year,  and  that  W.  Hinde's  capital 
should  not  be  commenced  paying  out  until 
six  years  after  his  death. 

At  the  stock-taking  in  June  1833,  W. 
Hinde's  share  in  the  capital  of  the  partner- 
ship was  estimated  at  more  than  41,000^. 

On  the  18th  of  January  1834,  William 


Hinde  died,  and  the  partnership  were  at 
that  time  indebted  to  the  Lancaster  Bank, 
in  an  amount  of  about  37,000/.     William 
Hinde.  had  made  his  will,  dated  the  5th  of 
July  1832,  and  thereby,  after  making  seve- 
ral devises  and  bequests,  and  after  referring 
to  the  partnership  articles,  and  the  power 
given  to  him  by  the  twenty-fifth  and  twenty- 
sixth  articles,  he  continued  as  follows :  * '  Now 
it  is  my  particular  wish  and  desire  that  the  said 
trade  and  business  may  be  conducted  and 
carried  on  by  my  surviving  partners,  in  such 
manner  as  will  be  most  conducive  to  the  in- 
terests of  themselves  and  families,  as  weU  as 
to  the  interest  and  advantage  of  my  own 
fiim^y  :  and  I  do  direct  and  appoint,  by  this 
my  will,  that  the  share  and  interest  so  reserved 
for  my  said  sons  may  be  divided  or  appor- 
tioned to  and  for  the  use  of  the  whole  or 
any  two  or  one  of  them,  my  said  sons,  in 
such  shares  and  proportions,  and  at  such 
time  or  times,  and  in  such  manner,  and 
subject  to  such  alterations  and  restrictions, 
from  time  to  time,  during  the  remainder  of 
the  said  term,  as  my  said  wife  during  her 
life,  and  after  her  decease,  as  William  Lamb 
and  James  Derham,  and  the  survivor  of 
them  may  think  expedient  and  proper,  and 
as  circumstances  and  the  conduct  of  my  said 
sons,  or  any  of  them,  shall  warrant  and 
guide  her   or    them  in   such  division   or 
appropriation   of  the    said    five  twentieth 
shares  of  the  profits  of  the  said  trade  and 
business.     But  my  present    intention  is, 
that  if  my  son  Thomas  Foster  Hinde  should 
live  and  conduct  himself  properly  in  busi^ 
ness,  he  should  have  the  whole  of  the  said 
five  twentieth  shares  in  the  said  trade  and 
business,  on  his  attaining  twenty-one  years 
of  age,  he  being  charged  with  interest  for 
the  capital  employed  in  the  said  trade  or 
business  belonging  to  my  estate  at  the  usual 
rate :  provided   that  no  more  of  the  said 
profits  shall  be  paid  or  applied  to  or  for  the 
use  of  my  said  sons,  or  any  of  them,  during 
their  minorities,  than  shall  be  necessary  for 
their  maintenance  and  education,  but  that 
the  residue  thereof  (if  any)  shall  accumulate, 
and  form  part  of  the  residue  of  my  estate 
and  effects  ;  and  on  the  expiration  of  the 
said  co-partnership,  or  upon  any  renewal  or 
alteration  thereof,  it  is  my  desire  that  some 
one  or  more  of  my  said  sons,  if  then  living, 
may  be  admitted  to  a  share  or  shares  of  the 
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said  business  upon  fair  and  equitable  tenns." 
A&d  he  appointed  hi^  wife,  Ann  Hinde, 
James  Derham,  Robert  Derham,  and  Wil- 
liam Lamb,  executors  of  his  will;  aU,  of 
whom  acted,  except  William  Lamb,  who 
disclaimed. 

The  three  surviving  partners  continued 
to  carry  on  the  business ;  and  the  manager 
of  the  Bank  had  seen  R.  Derham  a  few  days 
after  the  death  of  W.  Hinde,  and  it  was 
then  stated  by  Derham  (as  the  bill  alleged) 
that  the  property  on  which  the  bank  had  a 
security,  was  partnership  property;  that 
W.  Hinde's  capital  would  continue  in  the 
business;  and  that  the  banking  account 
would  go  on  as  before  the  death  of  W. 
Hinde,  and  the  securities  would  still  con- 
tinue a  security  for  the  floating  balance. 
The  account  was,  in  fact,  continued  without 
any  alteration,  and  the  Bank  continued  to 
make  large  advances  to  the  partnership ; 
and  in  several  letters  between  the  manager 
of  the  Bank  and  the  partnership,  in  which 
he  pressed  them  to  reduce  the  balance  due 
from  them,  they  referred  to  the  deposit  of  the 
deeds  as  a  subsisting  security  to  the  Bank. 

After  the  death  of  W.  Hinde,  his  capital 
waa  still  employed  in  the  business;  and 
several  sums  were  from  time  to  time  paid 
out  of  the  business  to  Mrs.  Hinde,  and  for 
the  maintenance  of  the  family. 

Notwithstanding  the  direction  in  the 
articles,  the  surviving  partners  did  not  give 
any  mortgage  or  bond  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  the  amount  due  from  the  partner- 
ship to  Uie  estate  of  W.  Hinde  for  his  capital. 

The  executors  were  debited  and  credited 
in  the  partnership  books  for  the  losses  and 
gains  of  the  said  partnership  to  the  extent 
of  five  twentieth  parts  of  the  whole,  and 
also  with  interest  on  the  capital  of  the  tes- 
tator which  remained  in  the  concern.  The 
accounts  were  signed  by  R.  Derham  twice, 
once  in  his  character  of  partner  and  once  in 
his  character  of  executor.  It  did  not,  how- 
ever, appear  that  the  children  of  W.  Hinde 
had  ever  acquiesced  in  this  mode  of  keep- 
ing the  accounts  or  treating  the  partnership 
matters,  or  that  they  all  knew  the  actual 
proceedings  respecting  them ;  but  they  were 
aware  that  part  of  W.  Hinde's  property  was 
still  employed  in  the  business.  W.  Hinde 
left  a  widow  and  six  children.  His  eldest 
son  died  in  Febniary  1834,  leaving  his  next 
brother,  Thomas  Foster  Hinde,  his  heir-at- 


law,  who  had  issue  one  son,  Thomas 
Wilkinson  Hinde,  who  was  the  first  tenant- 
in- tail  under  the  will  of  W.  Hinde.  Mrs. 
Hinde,  the  widow,  died  in  1835 ;  and  in 
1836  one  of  the  daughters  intermarried  with 
Mr.  Gladstone,  and  her  interest  under  her 
father's  will  was  made  the  subject  of  her 
marriage  settlement. 

The  lease  firom  the  Duke  of  Hamilton, 
under  which  the  firm  held  some  of  their 
premises  at  Dolphinholme,  had  been  granted 
in  1815,  for  a  term  of  twenty-one  years, 
and  consequently  expired  in  1836.  The 
Duke  had  given  a  bond  for  7,000^.,  for  the 
renewal  of  the  lease,  but  his  Crrace  having 
died  before  the  expiration  of  the  term  of 
twenty-one  years,  the  present  Duke  de- 
clined to  grant  a  renewal.  The  old  lease 
and  the  Duke's  bond  were  delivered  by  the 
Lancaster  Bank  to  the  partnership,  for  the 
purpose  of  having  an  action  brought  on  the 
bond,  in  which  action  the  partnership  re- 
covered 6,0001.,  which  was  paid  over  by 
them  to  the  Bank.  The  partnership  con- 
tinued to  occupy  the  premises  as  yearly 
tenants;  and  in  1839,  the  present  Duke 
agreed  to  grant  a  new  lease,  which  the  part- 
nership engaged  to  deposit  with  the  Bank 
as  a  security.  In  December  1839,  they 
deposited  with  the  Bank  a  counterpart  of 
the  lease ;  but  the  Duke  had  not  signed  the 
lease  itself  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy, 
and  he  then  declared  the  lease  to  be  for- 
feited by  the  bankruptcy,  under  one  of  the 
conditions  on  which  it  was  agreed  to  be 
granted.  There  was,  however,  on  the  pre- 
mises, a  considerable  quantity  of  fixtures 
belonging  to  the  tenants,  and  upon  these 
fixtures  the  Bank  claimed  a  lien. 

The  bill  in  Fearenside  v.  Derham  alleged 
that  T.  F.  Hinde  had  been  admitted  a  part- 
ner, upon  his  attaining  twenty-one,  which 
was  in  October  1836,  but  this  was  denied  by 
T.  F.  Hinde  in  his  answer.  In  1839  a  fiat 
in  bankruptcy  issued  against  the  partners. 
The  debt  then  due  from  them  to  the  Bank 
was  more  than  28,8002.  R.  Derham  had 
since  died. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  suit  was  Mr.  Fearen- 
side, as  one  of  the  registered  public  officers 
of  die  Lancaster  Banking  Company ;  and 
the  defendants  were  J.  Derham,  the  assig- 
nees of  the  partnership,  T.  F.  Hinde  and 
his  son,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Gladstone,  and  their 
only  child,  and  their  trustees,  and  the  other 
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children  of  W.  Hinde,  one  of  whom  was  the 
personal  representative  of  Mrs.  Hinde. 

The  bill  prayed  an  account  of  what  was 
due  and  owing  to  the  said  banking  com- 
pany for  principal  and  interest  on  their 
aforesaid  securities ;  and  that  it  might  be 
declared  that  the  whole  of  the  said  heredita- 
ments, fixtures,  and  premises  comprised  in 
the  said  securities,  were  a  security  for  what, 
upon  the  taking  such  account,  should  be 
found  due  and  owing  to  the  said  banking 
company  ;  and  that  the  defendants  might  be 
decreed  to  pay  to  the  said  banking  company 
the  amount  which  should  be  so  found  due 
to  them  as  aforesaid,  and  for  the  sale  of  the 
said  hereditaments,  and  that  the  monies  to 
arise  by  such  sale  might  be  applied  in  pay- 
ment of  the  principal  and  interest  due  to  the 
said  banking  company,  and  the  costs  already 
incurred  and  to  be  incurred  by  them  widi 
respect  thereto ;  and  for  a  receiver  and  in- 
junction. 

It  appeared,  that  in  the  usual  course  of 
dealing  between  the  firm  and  the  partner- 
ship, a  greater  amount  had  been  paid  by  the 
firm  to  the  Bank  than  was  due  to  them  from 
the  firm  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  W. 
Hinde ;  and  upon  this  ground  it  was  con- 
tended by  the  parties  who  claimed  under 
Vf,  Hinde,  that  the  lien  of  the  Bank  upon 
these  securities  had  ceased. 

In  February  1840,  Patchett,  the  former 
partner  of  W.  Hinde,  whose  bond  was  un- 
paid, filed  a  creditor's  bill  against  the  chil- 
dren of  the  testator,  and  his  surviving  exe- 
cutor, J.  Derham,  and  the  assignees,  and 
T.  W.  Hinde,  the  eldest  son  of  T.  F.  Hinde, 
praying  for  an  account  and  for  the  due 
administration  of  the  estate  of  W.  Hinde. 

In  May  1840,  the  suit  of  Thompson  v. 
Derham  had  been  instituted  by  some  of  the 
children  of  W.  Hinde,  including  Mrs.  Glad- 
stone, and  the  trustees  of  Mrs.  Gladstone's 
settlement,  against  J.  Derham,  the  as- 
signees, Fearenside,  T.  F.  Hinde,  and  his 
son,  and  Gladstone  and  his  son,  claiming  to 
be  the  first  incumbrancers  on  the  estate  of 
the  bankrupts  for  the  amount  of  W.  Hinde's 
share  of  capital,  and  praying  that  his  will 
might  be  established,  and  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  his  estate,  and  to  obtain  a  mort- 
gage from  the  surviving  partners  to  secure 
what  was  due  from  them  to  the  testator's 
estate. 

In  December  1840,  the  plaintifis  in  the 


last-mentioned  suit  presented  a  petition  to 
the  Court  of  Revie%  praying  that  the  com- 
missioners acting  in  the  fiat  against  the 
three  surviving  partners,  might  be  directed 
to  allow  a  claim  to  be  entered  on  behalf  of 
the  estate  of  W.  Hinde,  as  well  against  the 
joint  estate  aa  against  the  separate  estates 
of  the  bankrupts,  for  the  amounts  therein 
mentioned,  and  to  reserve  a  dividend  suffi- 
cient to  answer  the  amount  of  such  claims, 
in  case  the  same  should  be  afterward  proved 
as  debts,  or  that  the  commissioners  might 
be  ordered  to  stay  any  declaration  of  a 
dividend  until  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 
Sir  Creorge  Rose  refused  to  make  any  order 
on  the  petition 

The  plaintiffs  then  filed  a  supplemental 
bill  {Thompson  v.  Goodman)  against  the 
assignees,  praying  that  they  might  be  re- 
strained from  declaring  any  dividend,  and 
from  parting  with  any  portion  either  of  the 
joint  or  separate  estates  of  the  bankrupts, 
until  the  hearing  of  the  cause  of  Thompson 
V.  Derham,  or  that  they  might  be  restrained 
from  paying  any  dividend,  and  parting  vnth 
such  estates,  without  reserving  a  sufficient 
part  of  the  said  estates  to  answer  the  said 
sum  of  41,000Z.  and  interest  thereon,  and 
the  sum  due  to  W.  Hinde's  estate  in  respect 
of  certain  alleged  breaches  of  trust  therein 
mentioned,  equal  in  amount  to  the  dividends 
paid  to  the  other  creditors  of  the  bankrupts. 
.  A  motion  for  an  injunction  was  made 
before  Wigram,  V.C.,  following  the  terms 
of  the  prayer,  in  January  1842,  during  the 
vacation;  but  his  Honour  refused  the  motion 
with  costs,  being  of  opinion  that  even  if  the 
Court  of  Chancery  had  jurisdiction,  on  the 
ground  that  assignees  were  trustees  or  other- 
wise, to  interfere  in  the  distribution  of  a 
bankrupt's  estate,  the  Court  would  not 
interfere  in  this  case  after  the  Court  of 
Review  had  decided  the  question  in  dispute. 
It  was  afterwards  renewed  before  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  but  his  Liordship  also  refused 
the  injunction. 

A  petition  of  rehearing  of  the  former  peti- 
tion was  presented  to  the  Court  of  Review ; 
and  an  order  was  made  on  the  17th  of 
January  1842,  by  which  it  was  declared  that 
the  partnership  between  W.  Hinde  and  his 
three  partners,  continued  up  to  tfae  bank- 
ruptcy, and  that  the  petitioners  were  en- 
titled to  a  lien  on  the  partnership  property, 
without  prejudice  to  the  claim  of  the  Lan- 
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caster  Bank.  The  question  as  to  the  pro- 
priety of  that  order  was  brought  before  the 
Lord  Chancellor  by  a  special  case ;  and  Feat" 
ennde  v.  Derham  and  Derham  v.  Thompson 
were  brought  on  before  his  Lordship  as 
original  causes ;  but,  as  the  parties  would 
have  no  appeal  from  the  Lord  Chancellor  if 
be  decided  the  special  case,  the  judgments 
were  drawn  up  in  the  two  causes. 

The  Solicitor  General^  Mr,  Tinney,  Mr. 
K.  Parker,  and  Mr,  C.  Hall^  for  the  Lan- 
caster Bank. — The  articles  of  partnership 
contain  express  and  minute  directions  for 
continuing  the  partnership  after  the  death  of 
W.  Hinde ;  and  his  will  is  drawn  with  a 
d^ar  intention  that  his  interest  in  the  part- 
nership should  remain  for  the  benefit  of  his 
family.  But  that  design  could  not  be  car- 
ried into  effect  without  the  assistance  which 
the  Lancaster  Bank  afforded  them,  and  those 
advances  would  not  be  continued  imless 
security  was  given.  It  must  therefore  be 
taken  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties who  deposited  the  deeds  with  the^Bank, 
that  the  security  should  be  available  in  re- 
spect of  any  advances  they  might  make  to 
the  partnership,  so  long  as  it  was  continued 
according  to  the  articles ;  and  the  correspon- 
dence between  the  surviving  partners  and 
the  Bank  shew  clearly  that  this  was  the 
understanding  of  both  parties :  the  executors 
of  W.  Hinde  were  not  entitled  to  say  that 
the  debt  due  to  the  Bank  at  his  death  should 
be  discharged  out  of  the  other  partnership 
funds  independently  of  the  property  affected 
by  the  deposit ;  but  they  consented  that  the 
deposit  shall  continue  as  a  security  to  the 
Bank,  and  relying  upon  that  agreement,  the 
Bank  made  no  rest  in  the  account.  As  to 
the  fixtures,  the  present  lease  was  not  granted 
to  the  partnership  till  after  W.  Hinde's  deaths 
and  therefore  the  surviving  partners  were 
fully  entitled  in  their  own  right  to  mortgage 
them  to  the  Bank,  and  they  were  then  no 
longer  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the 
mortgagprs— ' 

Ex  parte  Kensington^  2  Yes.  &  Bea.  79. 

£x  parte  Oahes,  2  Mont.  Dea.  & 
DeG.  60;  s.  c.  lOLaw  J.  Eep.(N.s.) 
Bankr.  69. 

Ex  parte  Lloyd,  1  Glyn  &  Jam.  389 ; 
8.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  162. 

BoydeU  v.  M'Miehael,  1  Cr.  M.  &  R. 
177 ;  s.  c.  3  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Exch, 
264. 

New  Sbribs,  XIII.— Chanc. 


Ex  parte  Langston,  17  Yes.  227. 
Horn  V.  Baker,  9  East,  215. 
Hitchman  v.  Walton,  4  Mee.  &  Wels.  409; 

s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Exch.  31. 
Clark  V.  Crownshaw,  3  B.  &  Ad.  804. 
Penton  v.  Rohart,  2  East,  88. 
WeetonY.  Woodcock,  7  Mee.  &  Wels.  14 ; 

s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Exch.  183. 
Longstaffv,  Meagoe,  2  Ad.  &  El.  167 ; 

s,  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  K.B.  28. 
Ex  parte  Regnal,  2  Mont.  Dea.  &  De  G. 

443. 

Mr.  BetheU,  Mr.  Bacon,  and  Mr.  Wood, 
for  the  assignees.— The  partnership  must  be 
taken  as  continuing  up  to  the  time  of  the 
bankruptcy,  andW.  Hinde's  estate  remained 
liable  notwithstanding  his  death.  But  the 
question  is,  what  was  the  extent  and  nature 
of  that  liability  ?  W.  Hinde  had  joined  with 
his  partners  in  giving  security  to  the  Lan- 
caster  Bank,  but  if  tbe  Bank  has  received 
the  amount  which  was  due  from  the  part- 
nership at  the  death  of  W.  Hinde,  the  secu- 
rity ceases,  as  to  his  share  of  the  property, 
for  any  subsequent  advances  which  tlie  Bank 
made  to  the  surviving  partners.  The  Bank 
may  have  a  claim,  as  creditors,  against  the 
personal  estate  of  W.  Hinde,  which  was 
continued  in  the  partnership ;  but  tKeir 
specific  lien  on  the  real  estate  by  virtue  of 
the  deposit  has  been  paid  off,  and  neither 
the  executors  nor  the  surviving  partners  had 
power  to  make  W.  Hinde's  estate  a  security 
to  the  Bank.  The  agreement  in  the  articles, 
that  the  surviving  partners  shall  give  a  mort- 
gage and  a  bond  to  the  executors  of  W. 
Hinde  for  the  amount  of  his  capital,  is  a 
binding  agreement  as  between  those  parties ; 
but  it  will  notaffect  the  claims  of  the  creditors 
of  the  firm,  to  whom  all  the  members  of  the 
firm  are  liable;  and  the  sgreement  of  1832, 
by  which  W.  Hinde  retained  five  twentieths  . 
only  in  the  partnership,  virtually  put  an  end 
to  the  twenty-eighth  article.  The  fixtures 
became  a  security  to  the  Bank  while  the  old 
lease  was  in  existence ;  and  when  that  termi- 
nated, the  Bank  received  the  6,000^.  which 
was  recovered  in  the  action  on  the  bond,  when 
the  lease  was  not  renewed.  The  fixtures 
were  then  the  property  of  the  surviving 
partners  who  occupied  the  premises  as  yearly 
tenants,  and  who  were  authorized  to  deal  with 
the  fixtures  as  with  any  other  personal  chat- 
tel which  was  entirely  in  their  order  and  dis- 
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position.  The  twenty-eighth  article  did  not 
require  the  surviving  partners  to  give  a  secu- 
rity for  what  was  due  from  them  to  W.  Hinde, 
hut  only  for  his  interest  not  disposed  of  hy 
his  will ;  hut,  as  he  bequeathed  all  his  interest 
to  his  son,  the  executors  were  not  entitled 
to  any  mortgage.  Even  if  the  twenty-eighth 
article  applied,  for  what  amount  could  the 
executors  claim  a  mortgage  ?  They  were 
bound  to  leave  30,000/.  in  the  concern,  and 
W.  Hinde's  share  in  the  capital  was  at  the  last 
valuation,  about  41,000/.  The  greatest 
amount,  therefore,  for  which  the  surviving 
partners  could  be  called  upon  to  give  a  mort- 
gage, was  the  excess  of  41,000/.  beyond 
80,000/.,  namely,  11,000/. 

Ex  parte  Garland,  10  Ves.  110. 

Cutbush  V.  Cutbush,  1  Beav.  184 ;  s.  c. 
8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  175. 

Ex  parte  Hooper,  2  Rose,  828. 

Colegrave  v.  Diaa  Santos,  2  B.  &  C.  77 ; 
s.  c.  1  Law  J.  Rep.  K.B.  289. 
Mr.  James  Russell  and  Mr,  Mylne,  for 
the  younger  children  of  W.  Hinde. — It 
was  certainly  intended  that  the  death  of 
W.  Hinde  should  not  put  an  end  to  the 
partnership  business,  and  also  that  his  family 
should  still  derive  some  advantage  from  the 
concern ;  but  there  was  nothing  to  shew  the 
least  intention  that  W.  Hinde*s  estate  or  any 
part  of  it  should  be  subject  to  any  liabilities 
on  account  of  the  partnership  transactions. 
The  articles  restrained  the  right  of  his  eze-> 
cutors  to  call  for  payment  of  all  his  capital 
immediately  after  his  death,  but  did  not 
render  them  partners.  He  had  power  to 
appoint  a  son  to  succeed  to  a  share  in  the 
bumness,  but  he  did  not  exercise  that  power, 
and  attempted  to  delegate  that  authority  to 
his  wife ;  the  business  was  carried  on  in  the 
manner  mentioned  in  the  will,  with  the  con- 
currence of  the  surviving  partners  and  the 
executors :  but  the  children  of  W.  Hinde 
are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  security 
which  the  surviving  partners  ought  to  have 
given  for  W.  Hinde's  capital,  according  to 
the  provisions  of  the  articles.     They  dtMl — 

Ex  parte  Richardson,  Buck,  202. 

Weston  V.  Barton,  4  Taunt.  678. 

Simpson  v.  Cooke,  1  Bing.  452 ;  s.  c. 
2  Law  J.  Rep.  C.P.  74. 

Pemberton  v.  Oakes,  4  Russ.  154 ;  s.  c, 
6  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  85. 
•    Mr.  RomUUf  and  Mr.,  Koe  appeared  Sor 
othar  parties. 


In  the  case  of  Thompson  v.  Derham,  Mr. 
Tinney,  Mr.  J.  Russell,  Mr.  K.  Parker^ 
Mr.  Mylne,  and  Mr.  C.  HaU,  appeared  t(X 
the  different  parties. 

April  24,  1844.  —  The  Lord  Chan- 
cellor.—  There  does  not  appear  to  be 
much  controversy  as  to  the  facts  in  this  case. 
The  question  is  as  to  the  rights  of  the  re- 
spective parties.  In  the  year  1 829,  William 
Hinde  formed  this  partnership  with  Walter 
Alan  Hinde,  James  Decham,  and  Robert  Der- 
ham.  The  whole  of  the  stock  in  trade,  ma- 
chinery, and  what  was  necessary  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  on  the  business,  was  provided 
by  William  Hinde.  It  had  fbnneriy  be- 
longed to  the  partnership  of  Hindes  and 
Patchett.  It  was  taken  at  a  valuation  of 
about  61,000/.,  and  I  presume  that  William 
Hinde  purchasedit  for  that  sum.  It  was  trans- 
ferred to  the  new  firm,  and  as  dus  stock  in 
trade  was  furnished  entirely  by  William 
Hinde,  he  had  credit  with  die  partnership 
for  th^  amount  of  the  valuation.  The  amount 
of  that  valuation,  therefore,  was  at  that  time 
his  capital  in  the  concern  ;  and  if  the  part- 
nership had  been  dissolved  immediatriy 
afterwards,  and  the  stock  in  trade  had  been 
valued  at  predsely  the  same  sum,  it  would 
follow  that  the  whole  of  that  stock  in  trade 
would  have  belcmged  again  to  William  Hinde, 
and  would  have  been  appropriated  to  him.  By 
the  partnership  artides,  he  had  an  interest 
to  the  extent  of  eleven  twentieths  in  the 
concern,  that  is,  in  the  profit  and  loss  of  (he 
concern.  The  other  parties  had  between 
themselves  the  other  nine  shares,  three 
twentieths  to  each  of  them.  Those  were 
the  respective  interests  that  the  parties  took 
in  the  profit  and  loss  of  the  conoem.  The 
partnership  was  to  endure  for  sixteen  yean, 
and  it  was  stipulated,  in  the  partner- 
ship deed  that  if  Williani  Hinde  shoold 
die  before  the  expiratian  of  the  sixteen 
years,  he  should  have  the  privilege  of 
naming,  either  by  deed,  or  by  his  will*  any 
one  or  more  of  his  sons  to  sueoeed  him  in 
the  partnek«hip,  to  the  extent  of  so  mudi  of 
his  share  and  interest  as  amounted  to  five- 
twentieths  ;  and  it  was  also  stipulated  that 
he  should  leave  in  the  conoem,  or  that 
his  son  should  bring  into  it  a  capital  not 
exceeding  80,000/.,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
surviving  partners.  It  was  also  stipulated, 
that  after  his  death,  if  he  should  appoint  a 
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•on  or  sons  to  succeed  bim  in  the  concern, 
such  part  of  his  interest  as  was  not  disposed 
of  to  his  son  should  be  purchased  by  the  sur- 
Tiving  partners,  and  that,  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  that  sum  to  the  representatives 
of  William  Hinde,  they  should  give  a  mort- 
gage upon  the  leasehold  and  the  freehold 
property  belonging  to  the  concern,  and  it 
was  stipulated  that  that  part  of  his  capital 
should  be  paid  out  by  instalments  of  1,500/. 
yearly,  the  first  instalment  to  be  paid  in 
the  year  1835. 

Such  were  the  provisions,  as  far  as  it  is 
necessary  at  present  to  consider  them,  of 
the  partnership  articles.  It  is  material,  there- 
fore, to  consider,  if  no  alteration  had  taken 
place  with  respect  to  the  relative  position 
of  the  parties,  what  would  have  been  the 
effect  of  the  partnership  articles,  supposing 
William  Hinde  had  died  before  the  ex- 
piration of  the  sixteen  years,  and  had  ap- 
pointed a  son  to  succeed  him  in  the  con- 
cern. The  effect  of  it,  I  consider,  would 
be  this :  you  would  ascertain  what  his 
capital  was  in  the  concern  at  the  time  of  his 
doith.  You  would  deduct- from  that  capital 
the  30,000/.  that  was  to  be  left  in  the  con- 
cern, and  the  surviving  partners  would  be 
required  to  execute  a  mortgage  upon  the 
leasehold  and  freehold  property  for  the 
amount  of  the  difference  between  the  capital 
in  the  concern  and  the  sum  left  in  it 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  it  on  for  the 
benefit  of  hk  own  son.  For  instance,  as  an 
example,  the  only  case  that  I  have  of  a 
stock-taking,  was  in  June,  in  the  year 
1833.  It  appears  by  that  stock-taking, 
which  was  to  be  the  measure  of  his  interest, 
that  at  that  time  the  capital  in  the  concern 
amounted  altogether  to  51,000/.,  and  of  that 
51,000/.  41,000/.  and  upwards  was  the 
share  of  the  capital  belonging  to  Mr.  Wil- 
liam Hinde;  therefore,  if  the  partnership 
had  been  dissolved  by  his  death,  shortly 
after  that  stock-taking,  the  surviving  part- 
ners keeping  30,000/.  in  the  concern,  as  the 
capital  of  the  in-coming  partner,  the  son  of 
William  Hinde,  they  must  have  given  secu- 
rity for  the  difference  between  the  30,000/. 
and  the  41,000/.,  which  was  his  interest  in 
the  coDcem  at  that  time.  That  I  take  to  be 
the  true  construction  of  the  partnership 
articles,  and  the  meaning  of  the  parties  at  the 
time  they  executed  that  instrument. 
Then  an  alteration  afterwards  took  place; 


when  I  say  afterwards,  not  after  the  stock- 
taking, to  which  I  have  referred,  but  after  the 
execution  of  the  articles.  In  the  month  of 
February  1832,  a  new  arrangement  was  made 
with  respect  to  the  interests  of  the  respec- 
tive partners.  It  was  agreed  that,  from  that 
time,  Mr.  William  Hinde  should  be  inter- 
ested to  the  extent  only  of  five  twentieths, 
and  that  the  other  fifteen  twentieths  should 
be  divided  between  the  other  partners  in 
the  shares  mentioned  in  the  memorandum 
to  which  I  have  referred ;  and  it  is  said  that, 
in  consequence  of  that  alteration,  the  ar- 
rangement with  respect  to  the  mortgage  was 
at  an  end.  I  do  not  think  that  that  is  the 
construction  of  the  partnership  articles  or 
the  meaning  of  the  parties.  The  alteration 
as  to  the  proportions  in  which  they  were  to 
be  interested  in  the  profit  and  loss,  did  not 
at  all  affect  the  amount  of  the  capital  which 
he  had  in  the  concern.  If  they  had  dis- 
solved the  partnership  immediately  after  the 
change  had  taken  place,  Mr.  William  Hinde 
would  have  been  entitled  to  have  out  of  the 
partnership  precisely  the  same  sum  that  he 
would  have  been  entitled  to  take  imme-. 
diately  before  the  alteration.  It  was  the 
capitfld  in  the  concern  which  was  the  object 
of  consideration  with  respect  to  this  security. 
It  is  called  the  capital  of  the  concern  in  the 
partnership  articles — they  speak  of  his  in- 
terest in  the  concern — his  interest  and 
share  in  the  stock  in  trade,  and  in  the 
machinery — but  it  is  called  his  capital.  His 
said  capitid  is  to  be  paid  out  by  instalmenta 
of  1,500/.  a  year,  the  first  instalment  to  be 
paid  in  the  year  1835 ;  and  when  you  come 
to  the  alteration  in  the  partnership  articles, 
there  is,  in  the  same  memorandum,  a  proviso 
that  his  said  capital  is  not  to  be  begun  to  be 
paid  until  six  years  after  the  death  of  WOliam 
Hinde.  That  is  the  thing  to  which  reference 
is  made.  It  is  his  interest  in  the  concem*- 
his  capital — ^his  capital  as  ascertained  at  each 
stock-taking,  because  his  capital  is  ascer- 
tained, and  that  of  the  respective  partners  is 
also  ascertained  at  the  stock-takings.  It  is 
his  capital  that  is  to  be  paid  out — ^it  is  the 
balance  of  capital  for  which  security  is  to 
be  given.  I  conceive,  therefore,  that  not- 
withstanding the  alteration  in  the  propor- 
tions in  which  the  partners  were  to  be  in- 
terested in  the  profit  and  loss,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  memorandum  entered  into  in 
the  month  of  February  in  the  year  1832, 
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the  stipulation  with  respect  to  the  mortgage 
security  remained  unaltered. 

It  is  said,  that  he  had  no  surplus  in- 
terest— that  the  whole  interest  was  given 
to  his  son ;  hut  it  is  quite  clear  that 
that  was  not  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
because  in  that  very  memorandum,  they 
talk  of  the  continuing  capital,  and  ar-> 
range  as  to  the  manner  in  which  that  con- 
tinuing capital  is  to  be  paid  out.  It  is  to  be 
paid  out,  the  first  payment  to  be  made  six 
years  after  the  death  of  WOliam  Hitide.  I 
consider,  therefore,  the  mortgage  security 
was  required  after  the  alteration  which  had 
taken  place  with  respect  to  the  shares  of 
profit  and  loss  by  diat  memorandum  of 
February  1832,  precisely  as  before.  And, 
therefore,  as  &r  as  relates  to  the  parties  in 
this  transaction,  namely,  the  representatives 
of  William  Hinde  and  the  partnership,  I 
think  they  were  bound  to  have  given  secu- 
rity for  the  difierence  between  the  capital 
and  the  30,0002.  that  was  to  be  continued 
in  the  concern,  provided  William  Hinde  had 
appointed  a  son  to  succeed  him  in  the  man- 
.ner  arranged  by  the  partnership  articles. 

The  next  question,  therefore,  to  be  con- 
sidered is  this,  what  change  was  effected  by 
the  provisions  contained  in  the  will  ?  1 1  is  quite 
clear,  that  he  intended  to  execute  the  part- 
nership articles  in  the  will.  He  recites  the 
particular  provision  in  the  partnership  ar- 
ticles, that  he  has  a  right  to  appoint  a  son, 
or  sons,  to  succeed  him  in  the  partnership, 
as  far  as  relates  to  his  interest  in  the  five- 
twentieths  ;  but  he  does  not  execute  the 
partnership  articles,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
strictly.  The  provision  was,  that  he  should 
have  the  power  of  naming  a  son  or  sons  to 
succeed  Mm.  He  does  not  name  any  son 
or  sons  to  succeed  him,  but  he  makes  thid 
arrangement,  that  the  partnership  shall  be 
carried  on  for  the  benefit  of  his  sons  in  some 
way  or  other.  He  gives  a  power  to  his 
widow,  during  her  life,  to  arrange  between 
the  sons  what  part  or  interest  any  one  of 
them  shall  take.  She  has  the  absolute 
power,  if  she  thinks  proper,  to  exclude  any 
one  or  more,  to  appropriate  the  whole  to  one, 
or  to  divide  it  equally,  or  in  any  other  pro- 
portions, between  the  rest ;  and  in  the  event 
of  her  death,  he  gives  the  same  authority  to 
William  Lamb  and  James  Derham,  his  exe- 
cutors. It  is  a  contingent  and  eventual  pro- 
vision in  favour  of  Thomas  Foster  Hinde 


conditional  on  bia  behaving  bimaeif  propeiiy 
— ^behaving  himself  properly,  I  sappoae^  in 
the  opinion  of  the  widow,  during  her  life,  or 
in  the  opinion  of  the  executors  afterwards. 
This  is  not  a  strict  execution  of  the  part- 
nership articles.  Whether  or  not  the  sur- 
viving partners  would  have  had  a  power  of 
neglecting  this  altogether,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  decide.  They  adopted  the  provision  con- 
tained in  the  will,  they  acted  upon  it,  and 
therefore  they  are  bound  by  it ;  and  oon- 
sequendy  it  f^pears  to  me  ^t  this  danse 
in  the  will,  thus  acted  upon  by  the  surviving 
partners  with  the  consent  of  the  executors, 
was  an  authority  to  the  execatota  to  con- 
tinue in  <he  partnership  the  30,0002.  that 
would  have  been  continued  in  the  paitoer- 
ship,  if  the  provision  in  the  partnership 
articles  had  been  strictiy  executed  by  Wil- 
liam Hinde.  I  consider,  therefore,  that, 
notwithstanding  these  alterations  by  the 
will,  the  surviving  partnere  are  still  in  the 
same  situation  with  respect  to  their  liabili- 
ties, as  between  them  and  the  estate  of  Wil- 
liam Hinde,  as  if  the  partnership  articles  had 
been  strictiy  complied  with ;  that  they  were 
bound  to  execute  a  mortgage  for  the  sur- 
plus of  capital  beyond  the  30,000i.  which, 
I  think,  by  these  provisions  in  the  will,  the 
executors  were  eptitied  to  continue  in  the 
partnership.  I  think  that  is  all  that  it  is 
necessary  for  me  to  state  for  the  puipose  of 
settling  the  relative  rights  and  claims,  and 
disposition  of  things,  between  the  partner- 
ship and  the  estate  of  William  Hinde.  The 
estate  of  William  Hinde  was  entitied  to  a 
mortgage  security  upon  the  leasehold  and 
freehold  property  to  the  extent  of  the  dif- 
ference between  his  capital  and  the  30,000/. 
which,  I  think,  the  executors  were  autho- 
rized to  continue  in  the  firm. 

That  being  so,  the  next  question  for  con- 
sideration is,  as  to  the  claim  of  the  Lancaster 
Bank.  The  Lancaster  Bank,  in  the  time  of 
William  Hinde,  and  almost  immediatidy 
after  the  partnenhip  waa  formed,  began  to 
advance  laige  sums  of  money  upon  the  de- 
posit of  securities,  and  this  continued  up  to 
the  time  of  William  Hinde*8  death,  and  at 
that  period  there  was  a  debt  of  more  than 
30,000/.  due  from  the  partnership  to  the  Lan- 
caster Bank.  They  were  entitied,  therefore,  to 
hold  the  securities  which  had  been  depostted 
with  them  until  that  money  was  paid  off. 
If  that  money  was  paid  off,  then  as  fior  as 
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related  to  William  Hinde,  they  would  have 
DO  daim  upon  him,  but  till  it  was  ptad  off, 
they  had  a  claim  upon  him  and  against  his 
estate*     When  it  was  paid  off,  therefore, 
then  William  Hinde's  estate  would  be  en^ 
titled  to  the  first  charge  upon  the  lease- 
hold and  freehold  property.     If  the  mort- 
gage had  been  executed,  which  it  ought  to 
have  been,  as  itVas  provided  for,  that  mort- 
gage would  have  been  the  first  security  after 
the  debt  due  at  the  time  of  William  Hinde's 
daath  had  been  paid  to  the  Lancaster  Bank, 
The  next  question,  therefore,  is,  what  is  the 
effiict  of  the  subsequent  transactions — has 
that  debt  due  from  William  Hinde,  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  which  was  upwards  of 
30,0002.,  been  paid  of?  It  appeals  that,  im- 
mediately after  William  Hinde's  death,  an 
arrangement  was  entered  into  between  the 
surviving  partners  and  the  Lancaster  Bank. 
The  effect  of  that  arrangement,  as  I  collect 
it  from  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
was  this,  that  they  agreed  between  them- 
selves that  the  Account  should  go  on,  as 
It  had  before  gone  on,  that  is,  between  the 
Bank  and  the  new  firm — ^not  between  the 
Bank  and  the  surviving  partners — ^but  be- 
tween the  Bank  and  Sie  new  firm.     The 
efiect  of  the  arrangement  I  consider  to  be 
this, — that  they  take  the  new  firm  as  their 
debtors,  and   the  account  was  to  go   on 
between  the  Bank  and  the  new  firm  as  it 
had  gone  on  before.     That  being  so,  up- 
wards  of    80,000/.    more    than    the   ba- 
lance due  at  William  Hinders  death  is  ad- 
mitted to  have  been  paid  by  the  new  firm 
to  the  Bank.     The  ultimate  balance  at  the 
time  of  the  bankruptcy  against  the  part- 
nership,  was  28,000/.,  but  the  effect  of 
this  operation,  if  I  understand  it,  is  clearly 
this — that  the  whole  of  that  part  of  the  debt 
that  was  due  by  William  Hinde,  has  been 
paid  off  and  discharged.    If  that  be  so,  then 
the  consequence  follows  that  the  first  charge 
upon  the  partnership  is  the  mortgage,  which 
ought  to  have  been  executed  by  the  part- 
nership to  the  representatives  of  William 
Hinde,  in  favour  of  his.  estate.     I  consider 
the  whole  of  the  debt  due  from  William 
Hinde  to  have  been  paid  off  in  consequence 
of  that  arrangement  between  the  parties  im- 
mediately after  the  death  of  William  Hinde, 
and  renewed  and  repeated  at  subsequent 
periods,  so  as  to  put  an  end  to  all  doubt  as 
to  what  the  nature  of  the  understanding  and 


tranaoctions  between  them  was ;  the  account 
was  transferred  as  it  were  to  the  new  part- 
nership ;  and  the  earlier  part  of  the  debt, 
namely,  that  which  was  contracted  in  1833, 
or  1834,  or   1836,   has  been  long   since 
wiped  off  and  discharged ;  therefore,  I  ap- 
prehend that  the  first  security  is  the  mort- 
gage security,  which  ought  to  have  been  exe- 
cuted upon  the  leasehold  and  freehold  pro- 
perty in  favour  of  the  estate  of  W.  Hinde. 
The  next  question  for  consideration  is  as 
to  the  leaseholds,  or  rather  as  to  the  fixtures. 
There  was  a  lease  granted,  I  believe,  of  the 
machinery  and  premises  at  Dolphinholme, 
by  the  late  Duke  of  Hamilton.     The  late 
Duke  of  Hamilton  agreed  when  that  lease 
ran  out  to  renew  it,  and  he  gave  a  bond  for 
7,0001.  for  the  purpose  of  securing  that  re- 
newal, in  case  he  should  die,  by  his  succes- 
sors.    The  lease  ran  out  in  the  year  1836. 
There  is  no  dispute,  and  no  doubt,  that  while 
that  lease  was  current,  the  fixtures  were  a 
part  of  the  security.     I  do  not  think  that 
has  been  at  all  controverted.     It  is  clear, 
beyond  all  doubt,  in  point  of  law,  that  the 
fixtures  were  part  of  the  security.     The 
present  Duke  of  Hamilton  refused  to  renew ' 
the  lease,  and  the  bond,  which  had  been 
part  of  the  securities  deposited,  was  put  in 
suit ;   6,000/.  was  recovered  in  the  shape 
of  damages,  and  that  6,000Z.  was  paid  to 
the  Lancaster  Bank.     It  is  said  that  the* 
lease  having  run  out,   there  was  an  end 
to  the  lien  upon  the  fixtures,  because  they 
formed  a  part  of  the  mortgaged  estate  as 
long  as  the  lease  continued ;  but  the  mo- 
ment the  lease  ended,  of  course  there  was 
an  end  of  the  security  upon  the  fixtures ; 
they  became  goods  and  chattels,  including 
the  fixtures  for  the  purposes  of  trade,  and 
therefore  goods  and  chattels  in  the  order 
and  disposition  of  the  bankrupts,  and  there- 
fore passed  to  their  assignees ;  and  that  was 
so  considered,  and  the  assignees,  I  believe, 
sold    them.      However,   the    question    is 
reserved  for  consideration — the    money  is 
secured,  and  therefore  there  was  no  diffi- 
culty on  that  ground.     At  the  time  when 
the  bond  was  delivered  over .  by  the  Bank, 
at  the  desire  of  the  new  partnership,  to  the 
agent  of  the  late  Duke  of  Hamilton,  there 
was  an  express  agreement  and  stipulation 
that  any  new  lease  that  should  be  granted 
by  the  present  Duke  of  Hamilton  should 
be  deposited  as  a  continued  security  with 
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the  Lancaster  Bank ;.  and  a  negotiation  took 
place  with  the  present  Duke  for  a  new  lease, 
and  a  new  lease  was  executed,  and  a 
counterpart  executed  by  the  partnership 
was  deposited  with  the  Lancaster  Bank. 
But  before  the  lease  was  delivered  over  by 
the  Duke  to  the  partnership,  the  bank- 
ruptcy took  place,  and  the  lease  became 
forfeited  ;  and  the  question  is,  under  these 
circumstances,  wheUier  the  lien  upon  the 
fixtures  continued, — and  I  think  it  does. 
After  the  first  lease  terminated,  they  held 
as  tenants  from  year  to  year,  under  the 
new  Duke,  during  the  treaty  for  the  lease. 
"Whatever  interest,  therefore,  they  had  in  the 
premises,  I  consider,  in  point  of  equity,  was 
the  interest  of  the  Lancaster  Bank ;  and  I 
think  that  was  suflScient  therefore  to  main- 
tain the  lien,  the  fixtures  being  a  part  of 
that  interest,  and  I  think  under  such  cir- 
cumstances the  assignees  have  no  right  what- 
ever to  the  fixtures.  There  was  an  interest 
in  the  partnership,  an  interest  from  year  to 
year,  waiting  the  event  of  the  execution  of 
the  new  lease,  and  ^hat  interest  I  think  in 
point  of  equity  vested  in  the  Lancaster  Bank, 
and  was  sufficient  therefore  to  maintain  a 
lien  upon  the  fixtures,  which  were  a  part  of 
those  premises.  I  think,  therefore,  imder  these 
circumstances,  that  the  fixtures  belong  to 
the  Lancaster  Bank,  and  did  not  pass  to  the 
assignees.  This  is  the  nicest  point  that  I  have 
had  to  decide,  and  after  some  consideration 
I  think  that  is  the  true  view  of  the  case. 

I  think,  therefore,  I  have  decided  all 
the  points  that  it  is  necessary  to  decide 
for  the  purpose  of  settling  the  rights  of 
the  parties.  The  estate  of  William  Hinde 
is  entitled  to  the  mortgage  security  for  the 
difference  between  the  80,000/.  and  the 
amount  of  his  capital  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
I  think  that  amounts  to  about  11,000/.  I 
think,  as  I  have  before  stated,  as  between 
the  Lancaster  Bank  and  the  assignees,  that 
the  fixtures  belonged  to  the  Lancaster  Bank. 
I  think  they  were  entitled,  as  of  couise,  to 
a  lien  upon  all  the  deeds  that  had  been  de- 
posited with  them,  subject  always  to  this 
mortgage  security,  to  which  the  estate  of 
William  Hinde  is  entitled.  T  thint:  that  all 
the  rights  of  the  parties  will  be  adjusted, 
having  decided  those  particular  points  ;  and 
therefore  with  that  view,  if  the  parties  can- 
not agree  upon  the  minutes,  I  will  settle  the 
minutes. 


The  minutes  were  spoken  to  on  the  6tb 
of  May,  and  by  the  decree  in  Thompson 
V.  Derham^  after  declaring  that  W.  Hinde's 
will  ought  to  be  estabUshed,  it  was  de- 
clared, that  the  surviving  partners  and 
executors  of  the  will  of  W.  Hinde  were 
duly  authorized  to  carry  on  the  partner- 
ship business  of  Hindes  and  Derhams,  and 
for  that  purpose  to  contanue  in  the  busi- 
ness 30,000/.,  part  of  W.  Hinde's  share 
of  the  capital  of  the  concern,  and  that  this 
sum  had  been  so  continued  up  to  the  date 
of  the  fiat,  and  that  the  estate  of  W.  Hinde 
was  entitled  at  his  decease  (subject  to  the 
accounts  therein  directed)  to  a  mortgage  on 
the  freehold  and  leasehold  estates  then  be- 
longing to  the  partnership  of  Hindes  and 
Derhams,  and  to  the  joint  and  several  bonds 
of  the  surviving  partners  for  secoring 
11, 372/.  7tM  being  the  balance  of  W.  Hinde's 
share  of  the  capital  of  the  said  firm,  accord- 
ing to  the  last  annual  stock-taking  on  the 
30th  of  June  1833,  which  preceded  his 
death,  after  deducting  from  sadi  capital  the 
said  sum  of  30,000/.,  and  interest  for  the 
said  sum  of  1 1,372/.  7t.  at  5/.  per  cent  from 
the  30th  of  June  1833.  And  the  Master 
was  to  take  an  account  of  all  sums  paid  by 
the  firm  from  the  30th  of  June  1833,  which 
ought  to  have  been  api^ed  in  reduction  of 
the  said  mortgage,  and  to  certify  what  re- 
mained due.  And  it  was  declared  that  the 
estate  of  W.  Hinde  was  entitled  toaneffifc- 
tual  lien  on  the  freehold  and  leasdiold 
estates  of  the  firm  for  such  amount,  in 
priority  to  any  debt  due  from  the  firm  to 
the  Lancaster  Banking  Company,  and  to 
prove  for  the  deficiency,  if  any,  against  the 
estate  of  the  bankrupts. 

By  the  decree  in  Fearefuide  v.  Derhtm, 
it  was  declared,  that  the  Lancaster  Banking 
Company  was  entitled  to  a  mortgage  for 
28,816/.  5f.  Sd.,  with  interest  at  5/.  per 
cent,  from  the  24th  of  December  1839,  and 
for  their  costs,  upon  the  freehold  property 
of  the  firm  of  Hindes  and  Derhams,  and 
upon  the  fixtures,  both  on  the  freehold  and 
also  on  the  leasehold  property,  but  that  soch 
mortgage  was  subject  to  the  equitable  mort- 
gage in  £bvour  of  the  estate  of  W.  Hinde, 
mentioned  in  the  decree  in  Thompion  t. 
Derham;  and  several  other  accounts  and 
inquiries  were  directed  by  the  decrees. 
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Defendants  obtained  an  order  for  leave  to 
re-examine  a  witness  before  the  Master  as 
to  new  matters^  the  interrogatories  to  be 
settled  by  the  Master;  the  plaintiffs,  who 
had  examined  the  same  witness  before  the 
hearing^  merely  to  prove  the  execution  of  a 
bond,  moved  for  liberty  to  cross-examine  tlie 
witness: — Held,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  en^ 
titled  to  cross-examine  the  witness,  and  that 
the  interrogatories  for  the  cross-examination 
need  not  be  settled  by  the  Master ;  and  that, 
as  the  object  of  the  plaintiffs*  proposed  ex- 
amination of  the  witness  was  not  merely  to 
prove  an  exhibit,  they  were  right  in  ap- 
plyi^  to  the  Court  for  leave. 

In  this  case,  (vide  s.  c.  12  Law  J,  Rep, 
(k.8.)  Chanc.  241 »)  the  defendants  had 
ohCained  an  order  for  leave  to  examine  be- 
fore the  Master  as  to  new  matters,  a  witness 
who  had  been  examined  by  them  before  the 
hearing.  The  plaintiffs,  who  had  also  ex- 
amined the  same  witness  before  the  hearing, 
but  merely  to  prove  the  execution  of  a  bond, 
now  applied  for  leave  to  cross-examine  the 
witness  before  the  Master, 

Mr,  Romilly  and  Mr.  FoUett,  for  the 
motion. 

Mr.  Walker,  contra. 

The  facts  and  arguments  appear  fully  in 
His  Hcmoar*8  judgment. 

WiOEAM,  V.C. — This  was  a  creditors' 
9iiit.  The  plaintiffs  were  creditors  by  bond, 
and  the  defendants  the  personal  representa- 
tives of  the  debtor.  The  plaintiffs  had 
examined  Roscoe,  (the  attesting  witness,) 
to  prove  the  execution  of  the  bond,  and  the 
defendants  had  exhibited  interrogatories  for 
the  examination  of  Roscoe,  and  had  exam- 
ined him  to  prove  that  the  transaction  was 
usurious,  though  no  such  point  was  made 
in  the  cause.  The  usual  decree  was  made 
for  taking  the  accounts,  and  the  evidence 
upon  the  cross-examination  was  entered  in 
the  decree ;  but  under  what  circumstances 
does  not  appear.  By  the  practice  of  the 
Court,  in  a  creditors*  suit,  the  plaintiff  is 
required  not  only  to  prove  his  debt  at  the 
hearing,  but  also  in  the  Master's  office ;  the 


reasons  for  which  are  explained  in  Owens  v. 
Dickenson  iX),  The  plaintiffs,  before  the 
Master,  carried  in  a  state  of  facts,  resting  their 
case  upon  the  bond,  and  the  evidence  of 
Roscoe  to  prove  its  execution.  The  defen- 
dants carried  in  a  state  of  facts  to  impeach  it 
for  usury,  and  then  applied  to  the  Court  to 
examine  Roscoe  again  before  the  Master ; 
upon  which  the  Court  made  an  order,  that 
they  might  be  at  liberty  to  examine  Roscoe 
again,  but  not  to  the  same  matters,  and  the 
Master  was  to  settle  the  interrogatories ;  but 
nothing  was  said  in  that  order  as  to  the 
plaintiffs'  having  liberty  or  not  to  cross- 
examine  Roscoe.  The  plaintiffs  now  ask, 
that  they  may  have  that  liberty-;  and  that 
they  must  have  it,  either  as  of  course, 
or  upon  ^>plication  to  the  Court,  cannot  be 
doubted,  upon  the  general  rule,  that  where 
one  party  examines,  the  other  has  a  right 
to  cross-examine.  But,  independently  of 
the  general  rule,  the  plaintiffs  would  have 
that  right,  because,  by  the  terms  of  the 
order,  the  defendants  are  only  to  examine 
Roscoe  as  to  new  matters ;  and  because  this 
is  the  plaintiff'  first  opportunity  of  exam- 
ining Roscoe  upon  the  question  of  usury, 
'which  was  a  point  not  in  issue  in  the  cause. 
For  the  defendants  it  was  argued,  that  this 
right  to  cross-examine  is  either  of  course,  or 
subject  to  the  discretion  of  the  Court ;  and 
that,  if  it  is  of  course,  no  order  can  be  made 
upon  the  plaintiffs*  application,  except  that 
they  pay  the  costs  of  it :  if  it  is  not  of  course, 
then  the  Master  ought  to  settle  the  plain- 
tiffs' interrogatories  as  well  as  the  oefen- 
dants'.  The  rule  as  settled  by  the  cases  is 
this,  that  a  party  who  has  examined  a  wit- 
ness before  the  hearing,  cannot  examine 
him  again  before  the  Master  without  the 
leave  of  the  Court.  Bat  these  are  clear 
exceptions  to  the  rule,  ex.  gr,,  that  a  wit- 
ness examined  before  the  hearing,  merely 
to  prove  exhibits,  may  be  again  examined 
before  the  Master,  to  prove  other  exhibits, 
without  a  special  order — Courtenay  v.  Hos^ 
kins  (2).  The  reason  why  the  leave  of  the 
Court  is  required  is,  the  apprehension  that 
the  witness  may  be  tampered  with,  if  he 
should  be  examined  again  after  his  previous 
examination  is  known,  and  the  party  has 
ascertained  in  what  respects  his  previous 

(1)  Cr.  &Ph.48. 

(2)  2  Ru88.  268, 
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testimony  is  insufficient.  The  leave  of  the 
Court  is  fettered  with  restrictions  necessary 
to  guard  against  that  danger.  In  Smith  v. 
Graham  (3),  it  is  laid  down,  that  if  a  party 
disregards  that  rule,  and  examines  a  witness 
a  second  time  without  leave,  the  Court  will 
for  that  reason  alone  suppress  the  deposi- 
tions, even  though  the  examination  may  not 
relate  to  the  same  suhject  to  which  the  wit- 
ness was  previously  examined.  Upon  ap- 
plication for  leave,  the  discretion  of  the  Court 
is  appealed  to,  and  the  application  may  be 
refused  altogether — J<me$  v.  Tfiomeu  (4)  ; 
or  it  may  be  granted  with  restrictions,  and 
the  Master  be  required  to  settle  the  inter- 
rogatories, as  was  done  in  the  present  case. 
In  Rowley  v.  Adams  (5),  the  Court  directed 
the  re-examination  of  a  witness  to  the  same 
matters  to  be  vivd  voce^  saying,  that  special 
circumstances  might  create  an  exception  to 
the  rule — Earle  v.  Pickin  (6),  Birch  v. 
Walker  (^1). 

I  am  of  opinion,  first,  that  the  plaintiffs 
should  have  leave  to  cross-examine  Roscoe, 
and  that  the  interrogatories  need  not  be  set- 
tled by  the  Master,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  must 
have  that  leave,  because  the  examination 
by  the  defendants  will  be  as  to  new  matters, 
and  the  question  of  usury  was  not  in  issue 
in  the  cause.  Secondly,  that  the  plaintiffs 
are  right  in  applying  for  an  order  for  that 
purpose ;  for  they  had  previously  exam- 
ined Roscoe  in  chief,  and  now  propose  to 
examine  him  a  second  time,  and  that,  not 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  proving  exhibits  ; 
and  according  to  Birch  v.  Walker^  1  think 
the  Master  need  not  settle  the  interrogatories. 

One  other  point  was  argued  for  the  defen- 
dants, that  as  the  plaintiffii  would  know  the 
defendants'  interrogatories,  the  rule  of  equal- 
ity required  that  the  defendants  should  lu&ow 
the  plaintiffs*  interrogatories.  I  admit  that 
the  jKwition  of  the  parties  is  in  some  degree 
altered ;  but  I  do  not  tiiink  the  argument 
leads  to  the  conclusion,  that  I  ought  to 
direct  the  plaintiffs'  interrogatories  to  be 
settled  by  the  Master  for  the  purpose  allud- 


? 


[8)  2  Swanst  264. 

l^S  8  You.  &  Col.  227 ;  s.  c,  8'  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
£zen.  £<}.  66. 

(5)  1  MyL  &  K.  548 ;  i.  o.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  (ir.s.) 
Chanc.  143. 

(6)  I  Rnaa.  &  Mjl.  552;  a.  c.  1  Law  J.  Rep. 
(N.a.)  Cbano.  178. 

(7)  2  Seh.  &  Lef.  518. 


ed  to  ;  in  fact,  the  actual  danger  whidi  the 
Court  guards  against,  would  be  let  in,  be- 
cause, by  the  defendants*  knowing  what 
questions  were  to  be  asked,  the  witness 
would  have  an  opportunity  of  being  in- 
structed as  to  his  answers  to  those  questions. 
Upon  the  cross-examination  there  is  not 
the  same  danger,  for  the  witness  is  called 
by  the  defendants.  The  plaintiffs  called 
the  witness  before  the  hearing,  merely  to 
prove  the  execution  of  the  bond,  and  the 
defendants  then  examined  him  to  prove 
usury ;  so  that  he  is  the  defendants'  witness. 
There  is,  therefore,  no  necessity  to  place 
any  check  upon  the  questions  to  be  put  to 
the  witness  by  fbe  plaintiffii. 


.C.     \ 

illT.J 


WASTELL  9.  LBSLIE. 


V. 
April 

Costs —  Taxation —  Counsel, 


On  taxation  of  a  bill  of  costs  there  is  no 
rule  preventing  the  Master  from  allowing  a 
soUeitor  to  employ  three  counsel^  if  the  esr- 
ewnstanees  of  the  ease  are  of  so  special  a 
nature  as  to  justify  such  a  course  hevny  pur- 
sued. 

This  was  a  petition  praying  that  the  tax- 
ing Master  might  be  Erected  to  review  his 
report,  by  which  he  had  disallowed  the  fee 
to  a  second  Queen's  Counsel,  who  had  been 
engaged  in  the  cause  under  the  following 
circumstances : — 

Upon  the  administration  of  a  testator's 
estate  j  six  different  IhIIs  werefiled^in  one  of 
which  Miss  Wastell,  then  an  infant,  was  plain- 
tiff. Shortly  before  thehearing  of  the  causes, 
which  came  on  together,  the  junior  oounsd, 
Mr.  Bethell,  who  had  firamed  the  pleadings 
and  conducted  the  cause  for  Miss  Wastdl 
up  to  that  period^  received  the  ^>poiiitnient 
of  Queen's  counsel,  and  the  solicitor,  con- 
sidering the  continuanoe  of  his  services 
essential  to  the  success  of  the  cause  at  the 
hearing,  and  the  retainer  of  Miss  Wastdl 
having  been  given  jointly  with  other  oo- 
plaintifl&,  instructed  Mr.  Wigram  (now 
Vice  Chancellor)  and  a  new  junior  counsel, 
at  the  same  time  giving  a  brief  to  Mr. 
Bethell  as  second  Queen's  counsel. 

Mr,  Bethellf  in  support  of  the  petition, 
said  that  the  course  which  had  been  pursued 
was  in  accordance  with  the  usual  practice  of 
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the  profesiioii:  it  was  of  importance  to  the 
dient  that  the  junior  counsel,  who  had  heen 
engaged  in  preparing  the  pleadings,  should 
be  retained  at  the  hearing.  The  cause  was 
decided  in  iavoiir  of  the  plaintiff,  but  since 
her  coming  of  age,  she  had  obtained  an  order 
that  her  solicitor's  bill  should  be  taxed  as 
between  solicitor  and  client,  and  the  Master 
had  in  taxation  disallowed  the  fee  to  the 
second  Queen's  counsel.  In  his  report  the 
Master  had  stated  several  pages  of  reasons 
against  the  principle  of  allowing  fees  to  two 
Queen's  counsel,  none  of  which  would  be 
found  to  justify  the  conclusion  he  had  come 
to.  The  only  question  was,  whether  the 
case  involved  circumstances  of  sufficient 
magnitude,  importance,  and  difficulty  to 
warrant  the  solicitor,  in  the  exercise  of  a 
sound  discretion,  to  retain  a  second  Queen's 
counsel,  and  whether  the  altered  position 
of  the  junior  counsel  did  not  form  such  a 
special  ground  as  would  justify  the  course 
pnraued. 

Mr.  BaeoUf  oontrii,  contended,  that  it  was 
in  strict  conformity  with  the  practice  of  the 
Court  never  to  allow,  on  the  taxation  of  a 
bill  between  solicitor  and  dient,  more  than 
two  counsel,  except  under  very  spedal  dr» 
cumstances.  It  was  not  a  question  as  to  the 
talent  of  the  counsel  retained,  but  whether 
two  eounsel  were  not  quite  equal  to  the 
exigendes  of  the  case. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — ^This  case  is 
important,  not  only  as  it  affects  counsel 
pmetinng  in  the  oonrt,  but  as  it  affects 
solidtors  and  dients  at  large.  For  ray  part, 
I  do  not  understand  that  there  has  been  any 
such  rule  as  that  only  two  counsel  should  be 
allowed  on  taxation  between  solidtor  and 
dient.  On  looking  at  the  Orders  of  1828, 
with  the  report  and  explanatory  papers,  it 
will  be  found  that  a  sort  of  floating  intention 
ffristed  at  one  time  that  only  two  counsd 
should  be  allowed,  but  it  is  remarkable  that 
it  was  never  thought  right  to  make  it  a  rule 
of  court.  After  all  that  was  stated  in  the 
report,  and  proposition,  and  explanatory 
papers,  the  thing  determined  by  the  83rd 
Onier  of  1828  was,  that  when  two  counsel 
appeared  for  the  same  party,  and  it  should 
appear  to  the  Master  to  have  been  necessary 
or  proper  for  such  parties  to  retain  two 
counsel  to  appear,  the  costs  occasioned 
thereby  should  be  allowed,  although  both  of 
New  Series,  XIII — Chanc. 


such  counsel  might  have  been  selected  from 
the  outer  bar,  which  was  anything  but  an 
adoption  of  the  proposition  that  two  counsd 
only  should  be  employed.  There  are  many 
cases  in  which  the  matter  could  not  be 
properly  brought  before  the  Court  without 
the  assistance  of  several  counsel,  and  the 
question  to  determine  is,  whether  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  present  case  were  of  so 
special  a  nature  as  to  justify  the  employment 
of  more  than  two  counsel.  I  think  the  cir- 
cumstances here  were  sufficient  to  warrant 
the  solicitor  in  the  course  he  pursued.  The 
voluminous  reasons  of  the  Master  have  failed 
to  convince  me  of  the  propriety  of  the  certi- 
ficate, and  therefore  I  shall  simply  refer  it 
back,  to  be  reviewed  in  the  usual  way. 


.}     ^» 


re  PARK. 


V.C. 
April  22. 

WiU — Revocation^  Guardiatu —  Trustees 
and  Executors, 

A  testator  gave  the  guardianship  and  tut- 
tion  of  his  children  to  his  wife  and  his  four 
trustees^  and  suitable  sums  were  to  be  applied 
oui  of  the  estate  for  their  maintenance.  He 
then^  by  a  eodieU^  revoked  the  appointment  of 
three  of  his  ^^  trustees  and  e^ecutorSf"  and 
appointed  two  other  persons  to  act  as  such 
^^  trustees  and  exeeuiors:" — Held^  that  this 
revoeation  did  not  extend  to  the  guardian- 
ship,  but  that  the  teetator*s  wtfe  and  the  four 
persons  named  m  the  wM  remained  guar^ 
dians  of  his  children. 

James  Park,  the  testator  in  this  cause,  by 
his  will,  after  devising  his  property  to  his 
trustees  and  exeouton,  gave  the  guardian- 
ship and  tuition  of  all  his  children  to  his  wife 
and  his  trustees,  O.  S.  Petty,  C.  Kennedy,  G. 
Huddleston,  and  T.  Park,  who  were  to  edu- 
cate them  suitably  to  their  prospects  or 
estates,  and  suitable  sums  were  to  be  applied 
out  of  the  trust  estate  for  their  maintenance 
and  education.  The  testator  appointed  the 
said  four  trustees  executors  of  his  will.  He 
afterwards  made  a  codicil  to  his  will,  in  these 
words :  '*  Whereas  I,  the  undereigned  James 
Park,  in  and  by  my  hut  will,  bearing  date 
the  18th  of  March  1839,  have  appointed 
G.  S.  Petty,  C.  Kennedy,  G.  Huddleston, 
and  T.  Park  trustees  and  executors  thereof; 
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now  I  do  hereby  revoke  sucli  appointment, 
8o  far  as  regards  C.  Kennedy,  6.  Huddle- 
ston,  and  T.  Park,  and  in  lieu  of  them 
have  and  do  hereby  appoint  George  Mason 
and  John  Slater,  their  heirs,  executors,  and 
administrators,  to  act  as  trustees  and  exe- 
cutors of  the  said  will  and  codicil  thereto, 
along  with  the  said  G.  S.  Petty,  as  if  they 
had  originaUy  been  appointed  trustees  and 
executors  of  my  said  will.'' 

The  question  which  now  arose  was,  whe- 
ther George  Mason  and  John  Slater,  the 
two  persons  named  as  trustees  and  execu- 
tors by  the  codicil,  were  also  to  act  as  guar- 
dians of  the  testator's  children,  or  whether 
the  testator's  wife  and  the  four  persons 
named  in  the  will  were  to  act  as  such  guar- 
dians. 

Mtn  Walker  and  Mr*  Stinton,  for  the 
plaintiffs,  cited 

Roach  V.  Haynes,  8  Yes.  584. 
Ravens  v.  Tatflor,  4  Bea.  425. 

Mr,  BetheU  and  Mr,  Bacon,  for  the  de- 
fendant, were  not  heard. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — By  the  will 
there  is  a  devise  to  four  persons  as  trustees, 
and  then  a  separate  clause,  in  which  the 
testator  appoints  his  wife  and  his  four  trus- 
tees the  guardians  of  his  children:  then 
there  is  a  codicil,  by  which  the  testator  says 
he  has  appointed  four  people  trustees  and 
executors  of  his  wiU,  and  then  revokes  the 
appointment,  so  far  as  regards  three  of  those 
persons,  and  appoints  two  others  to  act  as 
such  trustees  and  executors.  It  appears  to 
me  that  the  testator,  in  the  codicil,  has  alto- 
gether passed  over  the  guardianship,  and 
has  in  no  way  affected  the  previous  appoint- 
ment :  therefore  the  wife  and  the  four  trus- 
tees and  executors  named  by  the  will  remain 
the  guardians  of  his  children* 


.R.     \ 
il28.  / 


HA8SBY  V.  DIVETT. 
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Bill  of  Revivor  and  SuppUment-^SeUing 
down  Cause. 

Where  a  hill  of  revivor  and  supplement  has 
been  filed,  and  as  against  some  of  the  defen^ 
danis  it  is  simply  a  bill  of  revivor  only,  the 
bill  need  be  set  down  for  hearing  only  against 
the  defendants  who  have  been  made  sueh*in 
respect  of  the  supplemental  matter. 


The  question  was,  whether,  in  ^  case 
of  a  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement,  it  was 
necessary  to  set  down  the  cause  for  hearing 
against  all  the  defendants  thereto,  the  bil^ 
as  to  some  of  the  defendants,  being  simply 
one  of  revivor. 

Nelthorpe  v.  Marriott  (1)  was  dted,  as 
an  authority  in  favour  of  the  cause  being  set 
down  only  f^ainst  the  defendants  interested 
in  the  supplemental  matter.  On  the  other 
hand,  3  DaniMs  Ch.  Pr.  282,  was  cited, 
where  it  is  stated,  "  That  in  all  cases  where 
there  is  a  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement, 
the  Cause  must  be  set  down  for  hearing 
against  all  the  parties,  although  the  bill  is 
only  a  bill  of  revivor  against  one,  and  an 
order  to  revive  has  been  obtained." 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  there 
could  be  no  general  rule  laid  down  in  such 
cases,  and  that  something  new  might  be 
brought  forward  by  way  of  supplement,  that 
connected  itself  with  the  parties,  who  were 
made  parties  by  way  of  revivor. 

An  order  was  made  in  the  present  case, 
to  set  down  the  cause  against  the  defendants 
only,  who  wore  made  such  in  respect  of 
supplemental  matter. 

Mr.  Freeling  and  Mr,  Hislop  Clarke,  for 
the  plaintiffs  and  defendants  respectively. 


M  R  raUARDIAWS  OP  THE  POOR  OF 

A      -lOQOA^     WIMBORNEANDCRANBOUBK 
AprU  -^3,^4.  j^   ^^^^^  ^    MASSOir, 

,  Amendment  ofBiHr—l  Zth  Order  of  April 
1828,  as  amended  by  Orders  of  2Zrd  of  No- 
vember 1831. 

The  words  ''after  answer;'  in  the  Itlh 
Order  of  AprU  1828,  and  of  November 
1831,  have  reference  to  an  original  bittoidy. 

Where  a  biU  had  been  amended,  and  an 
answer  Med  thereto,  and  six  weeks  time  had 
expired  from  the  time  of  the  answer  fo  Mem- 
ginal  bili  being  considered  sufficieniy  but  six 
ufeeks  had  not  elapsed  from  the  time  when  the 
answer  to  the  amended  biU  was  to  be  const" 
dered  sufficient  :—Held,  that  the  Court  alone 
had  jurisdiction  to  make  an  order  for  leave 
to  re-amend  the  bill, 

(1)  Rolls,  M.S.  22  JaaQvy  1842. 
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•  A  motion  was  made  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiffs,  for  leave  to  amend  their  bill  in 
aocoidance  with  certain  draft  amendments, 
which  had  been  approved  and  signed  by 
counsel,  on  payment  of  20«.  costs  only. 
The  bill  was  filed  early  in  the  year  1843, 
against  the  two  defendants  Masson  and 
Castleman.  The  answer  of  Masson  was  filed 
on  the  1 7th  of  March  1843 ;  and  on  the  22nd 
of  May  following,  exceptions  taken  to  his 
answer  for  insufficiency  were  referred  to  the 
Master,  and  on  the  1st  of  June  allowed ; 
a  second  answer  was  filed  by  Masson,  and 
afterwards  found  insufficient  by  the  Master, 
and  on  the  27th  of  July  Masson  put  in  a 
third  answer.  On  the  7th  of  December 
1843  the  bill  was  dismissed  against  Castle- 
man, and  amended  as  against  Masson,  who 
filed  bis  answer,  thereto  on.  the  29th  of 
January  1844.  It  appeared  firom  affidavits 
made  by  the  plaintiffs  and  their  solicitor,  that 
the  diaSt  of  the  intended  amendments  had 
been  settled  and  signed  by  counsel,  which 
were  material,  and  had  arisen  and  become 
necessary  in  consequence  of  statements  made 
by  Masson  in  his  answer  to  the  amended 
bill.  That  answer  became  sufficient  on  the 
25th  of  March  last,  so  that  the  six  weeks 
time  to  amend  had  not  expired. 

Mr.  G,  Turner  and  Mr,  Lewin,  in  sup- 
port of  the  motion,  contended,  that  as  ^e 
common  order  to  amend  had  been  obtained, 
it  was  necessary,  on. this  occasion,  to  obtain 
a  special  order  to  amend  firom  the  Court, 
under  the  13th  Order  of  April  1828,  as 
amended  on  the  23rd  of  November  1831  (1), 
and  that  the  words  "  after  an  answer"  had 
in  several  cases  been  determined  to  mean 
**  after  answer  to  the  original  biU,"  and  not 
"  to  the  amended  bill." 

Haddelsea  v.  Nevile,  4  Beav.  28  ;  s.  c. 

10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  233. 
Bertolacei  v.  Johnstone,  2  Hare,  632  ; 

s.c.  ante,  99. 

In  Wharton  v.  Swann  (2),  Lord  Lyndhurst 
was  of  opinion,  that  the  words  "  after  an- 
swer" applied  to  the  amended  bill,  but  that 
opinion  was  not  followed  by  Lord  Cottenham 
in  the  subsequent  case  of  The  Attorney 
General  v.  Nethereoat  (3),  nor  in  the  case 

(1)  OrcLCaii.8;  1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.b.)  Chanc.  1. 

(2)  2  Mjl.  &  K.  362. 

(3)  2  M jL  &  Cr.  604 ;  8.  c.  7.  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chaoc.  75. 


of  Davie  v.  Prout'  (4)  ;  and  in  Matchitt  v. 
Pahner  (5),  the  Vice  Chancellor  of  England 
assumed  the  practice  to  be  as  stated  in  The 
Attorney  General  v.  Nethereoat, 

Mr,  WiUeockf  contra,  relied  on  the  cases  of 
Wharton  Y.  Swann Kud.  Wilson  v,  Wilson{6\ 
and  contended,  that  the  words  in  question 
applied  as  well  to  an  amended  as  an  original 
bill,  and  therefore  the  Master  had  jurisdiction 
in  the  present  case,  and  that  in  Haddelsea  v« 
Nevile  the  answers  of  several  defendants  by 
amendment  had  not  been  filed,  which  dis- 
tinguished that  case  from  the  present. 

On  the  following  day,  the  24th  of  April, 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls-  expressed  his 
opinion,  that  the  words  "  after  answer"  con- 
tained in  the  13th  Order,  had  reference  only 
to  original  biUs ;  and  added,  that  if  the  cases 
of  The  Attorney  General  v.  Nethereoat^ 
and  Bertolacei  v.  Johnstonehad  been  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  Vice  Chancellor  of 
England,  when  the  case 'of  Wilson  v.  Wil^ 
son  (7)  was  discussed,  he  would  very  pro- 
bably have  not  arrived  at  the  condusion 
which  he  was  stated  to  have  come  to  in  that 
case. 


..} 


EDWARDS  V,  JONES. 


V.C. 
May  2. 

Orders — ^Srd  Order  of  1841— Proo/  of 
Exhibits — Production  of  Documents, 

Upon  a  motion  for  production  of  docu* 
ments,  for  payment  of  money  into  court,  and 
for  a  receiver,  a  plaintiff  cannot  be  allowed 
to  prove  an  exhibit  by  affidavit  under  the 
i:$rd  Order  o/  1841,  or  to  make  his  case 
better  than  he  finds  it  upon  the  biU  and 
answer. 

Where  a  party  sues  as  representing  one 
of  the  next-of-kin  of  an  intestate,  and  his 
title  is  not  admitted  by  the  defendant,  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  production  of  doeu^ 
ments  admitted  by  the  defendant  to  be  in  his 
possession,  merely  because  they  relate  to  the 
intestate^s  estate. 


(4)  5  Bear.  875 ;  a.  c  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chano.  10. 

(5)  10  Sim.  241. 

!6)  Since  reported,  ante,  p.  278. 
7)  On  referring  to  this  case,  ante,  p.  278,  it  will 
be  seen  that  his  Honour*B  attention  was  called  to 
the  case  of  Bertolacei «.  Johnstone. 
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COURTS  OF  CHANCERY: 


This  was  a  motion  for  th^pToduction  of  cer- 
tain documents  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to 
the  defendants*  answer,  and  for  payment  into 
court  of  492.  58.  4d»f  and  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver.  The  bill  was  iUed  by 
G.  Edwards  and  Margaret  his  wife,  as  the 
personal  representatives  of  a  person  named 
Howell  Powell,  claiming  to  be  entitled  to 
part  of  the  personal  estate  of  one  John 
OweU)  who  died  intestate,  in  the  month  of 
June  1835,  leaving  his  nephew  HoweU 
Powell  and  his  niece  Ellen  Jones,  wife  of 
the  defendant,  his  only  next-of'-kin. 

The  bill  alleged  that  Howell  Powell  was 
alive  at  the  death  of  John  Owen,  and  was 
resident  at  that  time  in  New  York,  where  he 
afterwards  died,  and  letters  of  administration 
were  taken  out  to  him  by  the  plaintiff  Maiga- 
ret  Jones ;  that  on  the  decease  of  the  intestate 
John  Owen,  letters  of  administration  to  his 
estate  were  granted  to  Ellen  Jones  alonoi 
who  with  her  husband  possessed  themselves 
of  the  estate  of  the  intestate;  and  that 
Howell  Powell  had  never  received  his  por- 
tion of  such  estate.  The  bill  prayed  an 
account  of  the  personal  estate  of  John 
Owen.  The  defendants,  by  their  answer, 
admitted  that  if  the  said  Howell  Powell  was 
living  at  the  death  of  John  Owen,  then  both 
Ellen  Jones  and  Howell  Powell  would  have 
been  the  sole  next-of-kin  of  John  Owen ; 
but  they  were  unable  to  set  forth  whether 
Howell  Powell  was  or  was  not  living  at 
that  time  ;  that  if  Howell  Powell  was  not 
alive  at  the  death  of  John  Owen,  then  Ellen 
Jones  was  his  sole  next-of-kin.  The  de- 
fendants admitted  that  they  had  in  their 
possession  the  sum  of  49/.  5«.  4d.  belonging 
to  the  estate  of  John  Owen,  and  that  they 
had  the  documents  mentioned  in  the  sche- 
dule relating  to  the  estate  of  the  intestate ; 
but  they  submitted,  that  unless  it  could  be 
shewn  that  Howell  Powell  was  alive  at  the 
death  of  the  intestate,  and  was  entitled  to  a 
part  of  the  estate  as  next-of-kin,  the  plaintifis 
had  no  right  to  the  inspection  of  such  docu- 
ments. The  plaintifb,  by  an  amended  biU, 
set  forth  a  letter,  written  by  their  solicitor, 
Mr.  Roberts,  to  the  defendants,  demanding 
an  account  of  the  intestate's  estate,  and  set 
forth  also  the  answer  to  such  letter,  in  which 
the  defendant.  Pierce  Jones,  was  said  to 
have  shewn  that  he  was  aware  of  Howell 
Powell  being  alive  at  the  death  of  J(^ 
Owen.      An  answer  was  put  in  to  the 


amended  bill,  in  which  the  defendants 
stated  that  they  could  not  set  forth  wiiether 
such  letter  was  ever  written  by  Mr.  Roberts 
to  the  defendant  Pierce  Jones,  and  they 
had  no  recollection  of  any  letter  being 
written,  in  answer  to  that,  containing  any 
such  adcnowledgment  as  the  plaintife  al- 
leged: the  defendants,  however,  said  that 
alUiough  they  had  not  either  of  them  any 
recollection  of  any  such  letter  having  been 
written,  such  a  letter  might  have  been 
written  by  some  person  in  the  habit  of 
being  about  the  defendants,  and  the  defen- 
dants denied  ever  having  had  any  belief 
that  Howell  Powell  had  survived  John 
Owen. 

Mr.  Beihell  and  Mr.  Rmuhaw  appeared 
in  support  of  the  motion,  and  produced  an 
a£Sdavit  by  Mr.  Roberts,  to  prove  that  a 
letter  to  the  purport  and  effect  stated  in  the 
amended  bill  had  been  sent  to  the  defendant 
Pierce  Jones. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Craig  objected  to 
the  affidavit  being  used  to  prove  an  exhibit. 

Mr.  BetheU  and  Mr*  Retuhaw  sabmttted 
that  they  could  read  the  affidavit  under  the 
4drd Orderof  1841(1), which dix«cts,  "that 
in  cases  in  which  any  exhibit  may,  by  the 
present  practice  of  the  court,  be  proved  vkd 
voce  at  the  hearing  of  a  cause,  the  same  nay 
be  proved  by  the  affidavit  of  the  witness 
who  would  be  competent  to  prove  the  same 
vivd  voce  at  the  hearing. "  This  letter,  which 
was  intended  to  be  proved,  would  deariy 
shew  whether  Howell  Powell  was  alive  at 
the  death  of  John  Owen,  and  the  letters  of 
administration  to  Howell  Powell  would 
prove  when  he  died. 

The  YiGB  Chancellor. — I  do  not  ad- 
mit that  administration  proves  the  death  of 
persons.  The  question  is,  whether,  under 
the  43rd  Order,  you  can  prove  an  exhibit 
at  the  hearing. 

Cases  cited— 
Jefferys  v.  Smith,  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  298. 
Hodgson  v.  Dean,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  221 ; 
s.  c.  3  Law  J.  Rep*  Chanc.  95. 

This  case  was  argued  partly  in  December 
last. 

The  VicB  Chancsllor.  —  I  will  tell 
you  what  my  opinion  of  this  question  is. 
I  had  a  very  clear  idea  about  it,  during 
the  discussion,  and  if  it  had  terminated 

(1)  Oid.CsB.177ilOUwJ.Rep.(]rA)aiuic 
414. 
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the  day  it  was  first  heard,  I  should  have 
expressed  what  I  now  do,  which  is,  that 
such  a  mode  of  proceeding  is  not  autho- 
rized hy  the  practice  of  the  Court.  A  hill 
is  filed  hy  persons  claiming  under  Howell 
Powell,  who,  they  say,  was  next-of-kin 
to  the  intestate,  John  Owen.  An  answer 
is  put  in,  in  which  the  title  of  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  admitted,  but  there  is  some 
sort  of  admission  by  the  answer  to  the 
amended  bill,  which  leaves  it  uncertain 
whether  a  particular  document  was  written, 
and,  if  written,  whether  it  was  under  such 
circumstances  as  to  bind  the  defendants.  It 
is  not  the  idiom  of  the  English  language, 
that  the  expression  "some  person  in  the 
habit  of  being  about  these  defendants," 
should  mean  a  person  authorized  by  the 
defendants.  I  think,  on  a  motion  like  this, 
where  it  is  not  an  application  for  an  injunc- 
tion, or  respecting  waste,  the  plaintiffs  cannot 
make  their  title  better  than  they  find  it  on  the 
answer. — His  Honour,  therefore,  refused  to 
allow  the  affidavit  to  be  read,  and  thought 
that  no  case  had  been  made  for  requiring 
the  money  to  be  paid  into  court,  or  for  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver,  but  said  he  would 
hear  counsel  further  upon  the  subject  of  the 
production  of  documents.  He  wiidied,  how- 
ever, to  know,  whether  the  answer  referred 
to  these  documents  in  the  manner  spoken 
of  in  Hardman  v.  Ellames  (2). 

Mr.  Beihell  said,  the  principle  of  that 
case  was,  that  whenever  a  defendant  sub- 
mitted to  answer,  and  stated  that  he  had 
in  his  possession  documents  which  related 


(2)  2  MyL  &  K.  782 ;  s.  o.  3  Law  J.  Rep.  (N.a.) 
Chiuia  74. 


to  the  matters  in  ihe  bill,  he  by  that  ad- 
mitted that  he  had  documents,  without  the 
production  of  which  the  plaintiff  had  not  a 
full  discovery.  The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
see  the  documents  was  quite  independent 
of  any  interest  in  them — ^if  a  plaintiff  filed 
a  hill,  he  had  a  right  to  a  full  discovery ; 
the  documents  formed  part  of  the  discovery, 
and,  therefore,  if  the  defendant  admitted,  as 
he  did  here,  that  the  documents  in  his  pos- 
session related  to  the  matters  in  the  bill,  he 
thereby  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  had  a 
right  to  see  them. 

Tayler  v.  Drayton^  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  809. 

Smith  v«  the  Duke  ofBeaufwi^  1  Hare, 
507  ;  s.G.  ante^  p.  33. 

fVigram  on  Discovery ,  p.  210. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  (without  hearing 
the  opposite  8ide).-~It  is  marvellous  to  me 
that  there  should  be  such  difierent  views 
taken  upon  this  subject.  It  really  does  seem 
to  me,  diat  in  a  case  where  a  party  sues  as 
representing  one  of  the  next-of-kin,  and 
the  title  is  not  admitted,  the  -party  suing 
is  not  entitled  to  production  of  documents 
which  the  defendant  only  admits  to  be  in 
his  possession,  and  to  relate  to  the  matters 
in  the  bill.  This  is  not  the  same  case  as 
HardfMn  v.  Ellames :  there  the  documents 
were  referred  to,  to  substantiate  the  state- 
ments in  the  answer.  As  to  the  passage 
referred  to  in  Vice  Chancellor  Wigram*s 
hook,  that  takes  for  granted  that  the  psrty 
has  a  tide.  If  that  is  not  so,  then  it  appears 
to  me  wrong.  I  think  now  as  I  thought 
at  firsts  that  the  motion  must  be  refused ; 
and  I  may  say,  that  I  should  have  given 
the  same  opinion  for  the  last  thirty  years. 


[  «T4  ] 

ORDER   IN    LUNACY, 

Monday^  April  15,  1844. 


Whsrbab  it  18  important  to  enforce  the  paanng  of  the  Accounts  of  the  Committees  and  Receirertf 
of  Lunatics'  Estates,  and  the  Payment  of  the  Balances  due  thereon :  and  whereas  the  Estates  of 
Lunatics  ma^  be  placed  in  jeopardy,  by  reason  of  the  Sureties  for  the  Committees  and  Reeexrem 
dyin^,  or  bemg  declared  Banunpt  or  Insolvent : — 

It  18  Ordered,  That  the  Commissioners  in  Lunacy  shall  jointly,  or  severally,  from  time  to  time, 
fix  the  times  within  which  all  Committees  and  Receivers  in  the  matters  in  their  Offices,  shall 
Annually,  or  at  such  longer  or  shorter  periods  as  may  to  such  Commissioners  or  Commissioner  seem 
proper,  procure  their  Accounts  to  be  delivered  into  the  Commissioners*  Office ;  and  that  all  Com- 
mittees and  Receivers  shall,  after  their  Accounts  shall  have  been  delivered  into  the  Commissioners' 
Office  as  aforesaid,  procure  them  to  be  proceeded  on,  examined,  and  settled,  at  or  within  such  times 
as  the  Commissioners  may  jointly,  or  severally,  from  time  to  time  direct;  and  that  the  Commis- 
sioners  shall  jointly,  or  severallv,  also  fix  the  tmies  within  wluch  such  Committees  and  Receivers 
shall  pay  the  Balances  which  shall  appear  due  on  passing  such  Accounts,  or  such  parts  thereof  as 
the  Commissioners  jointly,  or  severally,  shall  certify  to  be  proper  to  be  paid  by  such  Committees 
and  Receivers ;  and  also,  when  it  shall  to  such  Commissioners  or  Commissioner  seem  proper,  the 
times  within  which  such  Committees  and  Receivers  shall  cause  to  be  laid  out  such  Balances,  snd 
any  sum  of  Dividends  or  Cash  at  the  Bank,  to  which  the  Lunatics  respectivefymay  be  then  entitled. 

And  it  is  hereby  further  Ordered,  with  respect  to  such  Committees  and  Receivers  as  shall  make 
de&ult  in  any  of  the  matters  aforesaid,  that  the  CommissionerB  shall  jointly,  or  severaDy,  fixm  time 
to  time,  if  good  cause  be  not  shewn  to  such  Commissioners  or  Commissioner  to  the  contraiy,  not 
only  disallow  the  salaries  (if  any)  claimed  by  such  Committees  or  Receivers,  or  their  representatives, 
but  also  charge  them  with  interest,  after  tne  rate  of  Five  Pounds  per  cent,  per  annum  upon  any 
Balances,  Dividends,  or  Cash,  during  the  time  the  same  respectively  shall  appear  to  have  improperly 
remained  in  hand  or  uninvested,  as  Uie  case  may  be. 

And  it  is  hereby  further  Ordered,  Iliat  every  Committee  and  Receiver  in  any  matter  in  Lunacy, 
shall  on  each  occasion  of  passing  his  Accounts,  or  at  such  odier  times  as  the  Commissioners  mi^ 
jointly  or  severally  appoint  in  t&t  behali^  satisfy  the  Commissioners  or  Commissioner,  by  Affidavit 
or  otherwise,  that  the  Sureties  of  such  Committee  or  Receiver  are  living,  and  have  not  been  declared 
Bankrupt  or  Insolvent ;  and  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  Commissioners  or  Commissioner,  that  any 
Surety  of  such  Committee  or  Receiver  is  not  living,  or  has  been  declared  Bankrupt  or  Insolvent, 
then  that  such  Commissioners  shall  jointly,  or  severally,  fix  the  time  within  which  such  Committee 
or  Receiver  shall  enter  into  fresh  security  as  Committee  or  Receiver  of  the  Estate  of  such  Lunatic,* 
and  that  in  defiiult  of  his  doing  so,  the  Commissioners  shall  jointly  or  severaUy,  (without  Special 
Order,)  inquire  and  report  who  is  or^ire  the  most  fit  and  proper  person  or  persons,  to  be  appointed 
Committee  or  Committees,  or  Receiver,  of  the  estate  of  such  Lunatic,  in  the  {dace  of  such  Committee 
or  Receiver  so  making  default. 

And  it  is  hereby  further  Ordered,  That  in  case  any  Committee  or  Receiver  shall  at  any  time 
make  default  in  any  of  the  matters  aforesaid,  the  Commissioners  or  Commissioner,  when  it  shall  to 
them  or  him  seem  proper,  shall  certify  the  same  accordingly. 

And  it  is  hereby  Ottered,  That  this  Order  be  entered  with  the  Secretary  of  Lunatics,  and  that  a 
Copy  of  it  be  fixed  up  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  (tf  Luiuitics  and  Commissi^mers  in  Lunacy. 

LYNDHURST,  C. 


ORDER 

Issued  hy  the  LORD  CHANCELLOR,  Monday,  April  15,  184*4. 


Thk  Right  Honourable  John  Sinqleton,  Lord  Ltndhurst,  Lord  High  ChanceUor  of  Great 
Britain,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  assistance  of  the  Right  Honourable  Henbt,  Lo&d  Lavodauc, 
Master  of  the  RoUs,  the  Right  Honourable  Sir  Lancelot  Shadwell,  Vice  Chancellor  of  England, 
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the  Right  Honfmrable  the  Vice  Chancellor  Sir  Jambs  Lewis  Knight  Brucb,  and  the  Right  Hon- 
ourable the  Vice  Chancellor  Sir  James  Wioram,  doth  hereby,  in  pursuance  of  an  Act  of  Parliament 
paased  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  years  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  intituled,  "An  Act  for  Abol- 
ishing certain  Offices  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  in  England,"  and  in  pursuance  and  execution 
of  all  other  powers  enabling  him  in  that  behalf^  Order  and  direct  in  manner  following,  that  is  to 
say : — 

I.— That  the  Examiners  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  shall,  in  lieu  and  instead  of  the  fee  of 
fourteen  pence  per  folio,  receivable  by  them  for  all  Office  Copies  of  Interrogatories,  Depositions,  or 
other  Documents,  receive  and  take  for  all  such  Office  Copies  bespoke  after  the  sixteenth  day  of 
April  instant,  a  fee  of  eightpence,  and  no  more. 

ll. — ^That  this  Order  be  entered  with  the  Registrar  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery. 

(Signed)        LYNDHURST,  C. 
LANGDALE,  M.R. 
LANCELOT  SHADWELL,  V.  C.  E. 
J.  L.  KNIGHT  BRUCE,  V.  C. 
JAMES  WIGRAM,  V.  C. 


ORDER 

Issued  hy  the  LORD  CHANCELLOR,  Friday,  June  21, 1844. 


The  Right  Honourable  John  Sinolbton,  Lord  Ltvdhubst,  Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great 
Britain,  W  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Right  Honourable  Henbt,  Loed  Lanodalb, 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  the  Rie;ht  Honourable  Sir  Lancelot  Shadwsll,  Vice  Chancellor  of  England, 
the  Right  Honourable  the  Vice  Chancellor  Sir  James  Lewis  Kkight  Bbuoe,  and  the  Right  Hon- 
ourable the  Vice  Chancellor  Sir  Jambs  Wiqbam,  doth  hereby,  in  pursuance  of  an  Act  of  Parliament 

passed  in  the  fifth  and  '  '"  '*"       '       '* ^'  t^    ....,_:.  ..  *_  .  .*^  *.  , 

vfaing  certain  Offices  oi 
of  all  other  powers  enal 
say:— 

I. — ^That,  for  all  Office  Copies  bespoke  after  the  twenty-second  day  of  June  instant,  the  Clerks  of 
Records  and  Writs,  and  their  Clerks,  shall,  in  lien  and  instead  of  the  fee  of  eightpence  per  folio, 
receivable  by  them  under  the  Order  of  Court,  dated  the  twenty-second  day  of  March  last,  receive 
and  take  the  fee  of  sixpence  ner  folio,  and  no  more.  * 

II. — ^That  for  all  Office  (iopies  bespoke  after  the  twenty-second  day  of  June  instant,  the  Ex- 
aminers of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  and  their  Clerks,  shall,  in  lieu  of  the  fee  of  eightpence  per 
folio,  receivable  by  them  under  the  Order  of  Court,  dated  the  fifteenth  day  of  April  last,  receive 
and  take  the  fee  of  sixpence  per  folio,  and  no  more. 

III.— That  this  Order  be  entered  with  the  Registrar  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery. 

(Signed)        LYNDHURST,  C. 
LANGDALE,  M.R. 
LANCELOT  SHADWELL,  V.  C.  £• 
J.  L.  KNIGHT  BRUCE,  V.  C. 
JAMES  WIGRAM,  V.  C. 
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JAMES  V.  SMITH. 


V.C. 

July  6. 

Legacy — Nephews  and  Great  Nephews, 

A  teatairix  beqeathed  a  legacy  to  her  niece 
Mary,  daughter  of  her  nephew  Thomas,  and 
to  Anthony  and  Mary,  son  and  daughter  of  her 
late  niece  Mary,  another  legacy.  She  then 
designated  as  nieces  the  children  of  other 
nieces,  and  afterwards  expressly  catted  them 
the  children  of  her  nieces.  7%e  residuary 
estate  was  bequeathed  to  all  and  every  her 
nephews  and  nieces  respectively: — Held, 
that  the  testatrix  had  shewn  what  constntC'* 
tion  she  put  upon  the  words  nephews  and 
nieces,  which  comprehended  children  of  nc^ 
phews  and  nieces,  but  did  not  extend  to  the 
third  degree. 

The  question  in  this  case  was^  whether 
grand-nephews  could  take  under  a  bequest 
to  nephews,  upon  the  construction  of  the 
whole  will. 

The  testatrix,  Mary  Kranen,  by  her  will, 
dated  the  22nd  of  March  1788,  bequeathed, 
among  other  things,  as  follows:  *'to  my 
niece  Mary  Malters,  daughter  of  my  nephew 
Thomas  Malters,  301, ;  to  Anthony  Lock 
and  Mary  Lock,  son  and  daughter  of  my 
late  niece  Mary  Lock,  deceased,  301.  each." 
"  I  give  to  my  said  niece  Mary  Malters  one 
pair  of  silver  salt-cellars,  and  to  my  said 
niece  Mary  Lock  one  pair  of  silver  salt- 
cellars."    Then  came  other  specific  bequests 


to  children  of  nephews  and  nieces,  in  which 
those  chfldren  were  not  called  nephews  and 
nieces.  The  residuary  estate  was  bequeathed 
to  all  and  every  the  testatrix's  nephews  and 
nieces  respectively.  Under  this  bequest 
nephews  and  nieces  in  the  second  degree,  aod 
also  nephews  and  nieces  in  the  third  degree, 
claimed  to  pazticipBte  in  the  inesiduary  estate. 

Mr.  Bethett  and  Mr.  De  Gex,'fai  die 
plaintiff,  a  nephew  in  the  first  degree. 

Mr.  Freeling,  for  a  defendant  in  the  same 
interest. 

Mr.  Koe,  Mr.  ShadweU,  and  Sir  WeUer 
ItiddeU,  for  a  nephew  in  the  second  degne, 

Mr.  Lowndes  andMr.  Mylne,  fornepoews 
in  the  tiiird  degree. 

The  following  cases  weie  cited  :— 

Palkner  v.  Butler,  Amb.  514. 
Hussey  v.  Lady  Dillon,  Ibid.  603. 
SheU^  Y.  Bryer,  Jac.  207. 
Fraser  y.  Pigott,  You.  354. 
Bagley  v.  MoUard,  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  581 ; 
s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  145. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  thought  the  tes- 
tatrix had,  in  three  instances,  shewn  whst 
construction  she  put  upon  the  words  nephews 
and  nieces,  and  that  that  term  ought  to  be 
held  to  comprehend  the  children  of  nephews 
and  nieces ;  but  he  saw  no  ground  for  ex- 
tending the  construction  any  further. 
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BAYNES  V,  PREVOST. 


Legacy — Vesting  of  Shares. 

A  testator  gave  the  interest  of  money  in 
the  funds  to  his  wife  during  her  life,  after 
which  his  daughter  Maria^  if  unmarried^ 
was  to  receive  the  same  until  her  death  or 
marriage,  when  the  principal  was  to  be  di" 
tided  between  his  eight  sons  and  daughters, 
including  his  daughter  Maria^  or  amongst 
such  of  them  as  should  be  living  <U  the  death 
of  Maria.  The  testator  also  gave  the  chil- 
dren power  to  take  possession  of  their  re^ 
spective  shares,  upon  giving  security  for  the 
payment  of  interest  to  the  widow  for  her 
life.  Maria  married  during  the  testator*s 
life,  and  died  after  the  widow.  One  son, 
Charles,  died  after  the  testator,  but  brfore 
the  widow : — Held,  that  the  representatives 
of  Charles  were  entitled  to  one^eighth  part 
of  the  property. 

Alexander  Baynes,  by  his  will,  dated  the 
15th  of  June  1803,  after  directing  all  his 
debts,  &c.  to  be  paid,  gave  and  bequeathed 
to  his  wife  Margaret  the  interest  on  all 
monies  he  might  have  in  the  public  funds 
for  her  life  ;  but  no  part  of  the  said  monies 
to  be  sold  out,  or  the  principal  in  any  way 
diminished,  unless  wiUi  the  consent  of  his 
executors.  The  testator  then  directed,  that 
if  his  daughter  Maria  Baynes  should  not  be 
married  at  her  mother's  death,  the  interest 
of  the  monies  in  the  public  fUnds  should 
revert  to  and  be  enjoyed  by  her,  and  that 
she  should  continue  to  receive  the  same, 
undiminished,  until  the  time  of  her  death 
or  marriage^  when  the  whole  of  such  money 
as  might  be  then  in  the  public  funds  be- 
longing to  the  testator  should  be  equally 
divided  among  his  sons  Edward,  Charles, 
Henry,  0*Hara,  and  George,  and  his  daugh- 
ters Jane,  Maria,  and  Harriet,  or  among 
such  of  them  as  might  be  living  at  the  mar- 
riage or  death  of  their  sister  Maria  Ba3mes. 
The  testator  further  declared  his  will  to  be» 
that  should  his  children  wish  to  take  pos- 
session of  their  shares  of  the  monies  in  the 
funds  which  would  ultimately  be  divided 
among  them,  and  if  his  executors  saw  no 
just  and  reasonable  cause  to  the  contrary, 
the  same  might  be  sold  out  and  divided  in 
equal  shares  amongst  them  ;  but  that  they 
should  assign  a  good  and  sufficient  se- 
Nbw  Series,  XIII. — Ciianc. 


curity  for  the  due  payment  of  legal  interest 
for  the  whole  sum  they  might  jointly  receive, 
to  his  wife,  Margaret  Baynes,  so  long  as 
she  should  live  single. 

The  testator's  daughter,  Maria  Baynes, 
married  during  the  life  of  the  testator.  At 
the  testator's  death,  which  took  place  in 
1804,  his  wife  and  children  were  all  alive. 
Charles  Baynes  died  in  1818,  during  the 
life  of  Margaret,  the  testator's  widow,  who 
afterwards  died  in  1838.  The  representa- 
tives of  Charles  Baynes  now  claimed  to  be 
entitled  to  one-eighth  part  of  the  testator's 
money  in  the  funds. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Heathfield,  for  the 
representatives  of  Charles  Baynes,  con- 
tended that  the  children  of  the  testator  took 
vested  interests ;  that,  on  the  death  or  mar- 
riage of  Maria  Baynes,  the  whole  of  the 
money  became  equally  divisible  between 
the  testator's  children.  The  testator  actually 
directed  that  any  of  the  children  should 
have  the  capital  of  their  shares,  provided 
they  secured  the  interest  to  the  vridow  for 
life ;  this  clearly  pointed  out  the  testator's 
meaning.  There  was  no  ground  for  saying 
that  the  shares  did  not  vest  till  the  period 
of  distribution. 

Archer  V.  Jegon,  8  Sim.  446 ;  s.  c.  6  Law 

J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  840. 
WHUng  V.  Baine,  3  P.Wms.  113. 

Mr.  BetheU  and  Mr.  Hall,  for  Sir  George 
Prevost,  a  trustee  under  the  testator's  will, 
said,  this  was  an  attempt  to  recover  the 
funds  from  the  trustee,  who  had  bond  fide 
divided  them  amongst  the  persons  whom  he 
had  been  advised  were  entitled  thereto, 
being  the  children  living  at  the  death  of  the 
widow.  The  first  object  to  be  attained  was 
to  see  the  general  intention  of  the  testator, 
and  then  to  ascertain  that  such  intention 
harmonized  with  the  particular  expressions 
made  use  of.  The  general  intention  was 
founded  upon  the  idea  that  the  widow  would 
die  before  the  daughter  Maria,  and  then,  if 
Maria  should  be  single  at  the  death  of  the 
widow,  she  was  to  have  the  interest  for  b'fe. 
He  contemplated  afterwards,  that  those 
children  should  take  who  were  living  at  the 
death  or  marriage  of  Maria.  Under  the 
expressions  used,  the  parties  who  had  to 
administer  the  estate  considered  that  the 
testator  only  intended  those  children  to  take 
who  were  alive  at  the  period  of  distribution. 

3C 
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Daniell  v.  Daniell,  6  Ves.  297. 
Pope  V.   JVhitcombe^  3  Russ.  124  ;  s.  c. 
6  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  53. 

Mr,  Anderson  and  Mr.  Randell  appeared 
for  the  other  parties  in  this  suit. 

The  Vice  Chancellor,  without  hearing 
the   reply. — ^It  appears  to  me   this   is  a 
very  clear  case.     I  must  ohserve,  that  what 
Sir  William  Grant  has  said,  in  the  case 
of  Newton  v.  Ayscough{\\  appears  to  he 
as  applicahle   to  this  case   as  that.     He 
says,  **  To  what  period  survivorship  is  to 
relate,  depends    not   upon   any  technical 
words,  hut  on  the  apparent  intention  of 
the  testator,  collected  either  from  the  par- 
ticular disposition  or  the  general  context 
of  the  will."     What  is  sought  hy  those  op- 
posing the  plaintiff  is,  to  give  a  different 
meaning  to  the  contingency  on  which  the 
testator  has  determined  those  who  are  to 
take.     The  testator  has  considered  whether 
his  daughter  would  he  married  or  not,  and 
he  makes  provision  for  her  not  being  married. 
Then  he  contemplates  her  death,  and  he 
says,  his  daughter  shall  receive  the  interest 
of  the  monies,  if  she  should  not  be  married 
at  her  mother*s  death ;  and  she  is  to  con- 
tinue to  receive  the  same  until  the  time  of 
her  death  or  marriage,  when  the  whole  of 
the  money  shall  be  equally  divided  between 
his  sons  and  daughters,  amongst  whom  he 
names  his  daughter  Maria.    There  must  be 
a  passive  understanding  that  the  words  "  on 
the  death  or  marriage'*  must  be  taken  to 
mean  whichever  shall   first  happen.      If 
Maria  married,  there  is  dearly  a  gift  of  a 
share  to  her,  because  she  would  be  one  of 
the  children  living  at  her  marriage.    I  think 
that  any  other  construction  must  be  void 
for  uncertainty.     It  is  plain,  if  you  say 
marriage  or  death,  that  she  could  take  a 
share  on  marriage,  but  not  on  death.     It  is 
clear  to  my  mind  that  a  dead  man  cannot 
be  said  to  be  living  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
It  is  quite  plain  there  is  no  other  way  of 
giving  effect  to  the  intention.     It  appears 
to  me  that  the  expression,  "  when  it  is  my 
wiU  that  the  money  shall  be  divided,"  is  a 
description  of  the  time  when  the  second 
period  shall  take  place.     "  Death  or  mar- 
riage*' was  to  point  out  one  time ;  but  it 

(1)  19  Ves.  533, 585. 


was  contingent,  which  should  first  happen. 
I  do  not  think  anything  arises  from  the  ex- 
pression "  shall  be  equally  divided."  The 
latter  clause  only  shews  the  testator's 
meaning ;  it  does  not  vary  the  case.  It 
shews  that  the  children  might  at  once  agree 
that  the  whole  fund  should  be  paid  to  them, 
they  only  giving  security  that  the  mother 
should  have  the  interest  of  the  principal 
during  her  life.  The  representatives  of 
Charles  will  be  entitled  to  one-eighth  part 
of  the  property. 


.c.    •) 

Bl2;    V 
yl.    J 
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V 

June 
July 

Amendmeni-^Clerieal  Errcr^^AffidaviU 
''—Evidence, 

A  hill  was  filed  by  several  plaintiffs^  in^ 
eluding  Pattison,  to  restrain  the  piracy  of  a 
copyright ;  and  notice  of  motion  for  injunction 
was  given  on  the  same  day,  by  plaintiffs^  in- 
cluding Pattinson,  The  defendants  put  in  an 
answer  inserting  the  name  Pattinson,  Both 
the  plaintiffs  and  defendants  filed  affidavits, 
using  the  name  of  Pattinson,  who  signed  his 
name  Pattinson  to  one  affidavit.  The  defen- 
dants put  in  their  answer,  and  having  dis- 
covered the  error  in  the  name,  inserted  ii  as 
Pattison,  The  plaintiffs  moved,  and  the  de^ 
fendants  objected  to  the  bill : — Held,  that  the 
plaintiffs  could  not  proceed  without  amending 
their  bill  under  a  regular  order  for  that  pur- 
pose. Liberty  given  to  amend,  but  the  answer 
to  be  deemed  an  answer  to  the  amended  bill. 

The  plaintiffs  amended  and  moved  on  the 
old  notice : — Held,  that  an  error  in  a  plain- 
tiffs name  was  not  merely  clerical,  and  there 
must  be  a  new  notice. 

The  plaintiffs  gave  a  new  notice  to  renew 
the  old  motion,  and  that  the  affidavits  would 
be  read.  An  objection  was  held  to  be  good, 
that  the  affidavits  could  not  be  read  against 
the  answer  which  was  in  fact  filed  at  the 
same  instant  with  the  bill  under  the  previous 
order. 

The  plaintiffs  then  moved  on  the  answer, 
which  admitted  that  a  certificate  of  the  regis- 
tration of  a  design  had  been  given,  but  denied 
that  it  was  legal : — Held,  that  the  certifi- 
cate could  not  be  referred  to  as  evidence, 
except  in  connexion  with  the  denial  by  the 
defendants  of  its  legality. 
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This  bill  was  filed  on  the  8th  of  June 
1843,  in  the  names  of  Nield  and  others, 
including  Pattison,  to  restrain  the  defen- 
dants from  an  alleged  piracy  of  a  copyright. 
In  the  body  of  the  bill  the  name  was  spelt 
Pattinson.  On  the  same  day,  a  notice  of  mo- 
tion was  given,  entitled  in  a  cause  wherein 
Nield  and  others,  including  Pattinson,  were 
plaintiffs,  that,  on  the  12th,  the  Court 
would  be  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs, 
to  restrain  the  defendants  from  applying  the 
plaintiffs'  design,  mentioned  in  the  plaintiffs* 
bill,  or  any  other  design,  being  the  same  as, 
or  a  fraudulent  imitation  of  the  plaintiffs' 
said  design,  for  the  purpose  of  sale,  to  the 
ornamenting  of  any  such  woven  fabric,  as 
in  the  said  bill  mentioned,  and  from  pub- 
lishing, selling,  or  exposing  for  sale  any 
such  woven  labric,  as  in  the  said  bill  men- 
tioned, to  which  such  design,  or  any  other 
design,  being  the  same  as,  or  a  fraudulent 
imitation  of,  the  plaintiffs*  said  design  should 
have  been  so  applied,  until  the  defendants 
should  fully  answer  the  plaintiffs*  bill,  or 
the  Court  make  other  order  to  the  contrary. 
On  the  same  day  the  plaintiffs  filed  affida- 
vits, the  name  of  Pattinson  being  inserted 
as  one  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  entitling  of 
the  affidavits;  and  one  of  the  affidavits 
being  made  in  the  name  of,  and  signed  by 
Pattinson  as  one  of  the  plaintiffs. 

The  defendants  took  an  office  copy  of  the 
bill.  On  the  1 2th  the  motion  was  made, 
and  the  defendants  appeared  and  filed  an 
affidavit,  in  the  entitling  of  which  the  name 
Pattinson  was  inserted  as  one  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. The  affidavit  set  forth  circumstances 
to  obtain  time  to  answer  the  plainti£&' 
affidavits. 

Mr,  Stuart  and  Mr.  Mylne,  for  the 
plaintiffs,  and 

Mr,  Bethell  and  Mr,  Shapter,  for  the  de- 
fendants. 

The  Vice  Chanceixor  was  of  opinion 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  attempting  to  ob- 
tain that  which  would  be  virtually  an  ex 
parte  order,  on  a  motion  nominally  founded 
on  notice ;  and  that  the  defendants  ought  to 
have  time  to  answer  the  affidavits ;  and  he 
ordered,  on  the  defendants  undertaking  not 
to  sell  or  dispose,  &c.,  (in  the  terms  of 
the  notice  of  motion,)  the  motion  to  stand 
over  till  the  next  seal. 

Both  plaintiffs  and  defendants  filed  affi- 


davits, entitling  them  with  the  name  of 
Pattinson  as  a  plaintiff;  but,  on  discover- 
ing the  error,  the  defendants  filed  duplicates 
of  ^heir  affidavits,  and  entitled  them  with 
the  name  of  Pattison  as  a  plaintiff. 

On  the  12th  of  June  an  answer  was  filed 
to  the  bill  of  Nield  and  others,  including 
Pattison,  directing  attention  to  the  error  as 
to  that  name. 

On  the  25th  the  motion  was  renewed.  The 
defendants  objected  that  it  appeared  frt)m 
Pattinson *s  own  signature  to  his  affidavit, 
and  by  the  entitling  of  the  plaintiffs'  notice 
and  affidavit,  as  well  as  by  the  answer,  that 
the  bill  was  the  bill  of  Pattison,  and  not  of 
Pattinson,  and  that  nothing  could  be  done 
on  a  bill  filed  by  a  nonentity. 

The  plaintiffs  urged  that  Pattison  and 
Pattinson  were  idem  sonantes;  that,  by  ap- 
pearing on  the  motion,  and  obtaining  time, 
the  defendants  had  waved  the  error :  and 
proposed  to  amend  the  record  in  court. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  thought  the 
names  were  not  idem  sonantes ;  that  the  ap- 
pearing on  the  motion,  and  obtaining  time, 
after  the  defendants  had  taken  an  office 
copy  of  the  bill,  and  had  had  an  opportunity 
to  contrast  the  entitling  of  the  notice  with 
the  plaintiffs'  names  in  the  bill,  was  a  waiver 
of  the  objection  to  the  notice,  but  to  nothing 
further ;  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  proceed 
without  amending ;  that  he  could  not  allow 
the  amendment  to  be  made,  except  in  the 
regular  way,  under  an  order.  Liberty  was, 
therefore,  given  to  the  plaintiffs  to  amend 
their  bill,  by  inserting  the  name  of  Pattinson 
in  lieu  of  Pattison,  on  their  undertaking 
that  the  defendants'  answer,  already  filed, 
should  be  deemed  an  answer  to  the  amended 
bill. 

The  plaintiffs  amended  ;  and  on  the  29th 
moved  on  the  same  notice.  The  defendants 
objected  that  the  amendment  rendered 
a  new  notice  necessary — Gouthwaite  v. 
Rippon(l).  The  plaintiffs  urged  that  cor- 
rections of  clerical  errors  were  not  deemed 
amendments. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  thought,  that  an 
error  in  a  plaintiff's  name  could  not  be 
treated  as  an  ordinary  clerical  error,  and 
allowed  the  defendants'  objection. — No  order 
was  made  on  this  motion,  except  a  reserva- 
tion of  the  question  of  costs,  and  the  plain- 

(1)  lBeav.54. 
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tiffs  were  to  have  liberty  to  serve  a  new  notice 
for  the  1st  of  July. 

The  plaintiffs,  in  pursuance  of  that  per- 
mission,  served  a  notice  for  the  1st  of  July, 
to  renew,  the  old  motion,  and  to  move  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  the  old  motion,  and 
gave  notice  that  the  affidavits  would  be 
read. 

On  the  1st  of  July  the  plaintiffs  moved 
on  this  notice.  The  defendants  objected 
that  the  plaintiffs'  affidavits  could  not  be 
read  against  the  answer.  There  was  no 
perfect  bill  till  it  was  amended,  and  eo 
instanii  it  was  filed  there  was  an  answer 
to  it,  for  the  amendment  was  made  on  the 
terms  that  the  answer  should  be  deemed  an 
answer  to  the  amended  bill :  and  the  plain- 
tiffs' affidavits  were  not  rightly  entitled  at 
the  time  of  filing. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  allowed  the  ob- 
jection. 

Th%  plaintiffs  then  moved  on  the  defen- 
dants' answer,  in  the  course  of  which  the 
defendants  admitted  that  the  registrar  of 
designs  had,  pursuant  to  the  stat«  5  &  6  Vict, 
c.  100,  granted  to  the  plaintiffs  a  certificate 
of  their  having  registered  their  alleged 
design,  but  the  defendants  denied  that  the 
certificate  was  legal,  or  that  the  plaintiffs 
had  legally  registered  their  alleged  design. 
The  plaintiffs  urged  that  this  reference  to 
the  certificate  enabled  them  to  give  it  in 
evidence  as  part  of  the  answer,  and  that,  by 
the  16th  section  of  the  act,  it  was  prmd  facie 
evidence  of  the  originality  and  proper  regis- 
tration of  the  design. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  held,  that,  as  the 
plaintiffs  were  moving  on  the  defendants* 
answer,  they  could  only  refer  to  the  certifi- 
cate, in  connexion  with  the  denial  by  the 
defendants  of  its  legality. 

The  motion  was  ultimately  refused,  with 
costs. 


M 
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ARCHEB  V.  HUDSON. 


Guardian  and  Ward — Promissory  Noie-^ 
Security  declared  void — Surety — Contract. 

C.  K.  being  an  orphan^  and  entitled  to 
certain  real  and  personal  estate,  resided 
with  D.  her  uncle,  from  the  age  of  fifteen 


years  to  a  period  eonsiderdMy  subiequeut 
to  her  attaining  twenty^one  years  of  age, 
which  took  place  on  Ae  Sth  qf  November 
1837 ;  and  D.  was  paid  for  her  mainienamee 
out  of  the  income  of  her  property*  D,  in 
December  1837,  had  overdrawn  his  account 
with  the  bank,  of  which  H,  was  the  manager, 
to  the  amount  of  70/.  Z).  and  H,  and  their 
respective  families,  being  on  inHmaie  terms 
of  friendship  with  each  other,  Z).  applied 
to  H.  for  accommodation,  so  far  as  to  be 
allowed  to  overdraw  his  account  to  the  amouni 
of  500/.  H,  requiring  security,  Z).  proposed 
the  joint  security  of  himseJ(f  and  C«  JL 
his  niece,  in  a  promissory  note  to  thai  anumnt. 
Z).  afterwards  called  on  H,  stating  that  his 
niece  was  willing  to  join  in  the  uotCf  whi^ 
was,  some  time  in  the  first  week  in  January 
1838,  draum  upby  H,,  and  taken  by  him  to 
the  house  of  Z).,  and  after  an  explanation  of 
the  nature  of  the  document^  and  the  liability 
to  which  she  would  be  subject  by  signing  it, 
she  and  Z).  signed  the  same: — Held,  that 
as  against  C,  K,,  the  note,  under  the  ctreim- 
stanees,  was  void. 

Held,  also,  that  where  a  promissory  note 
is  given  to  a  bank,  by  A*  anid  B^  his  surety, 
as  a  guarantee  for  any  floating  balance  to  be 
due  from  time  to  time  by  A,  the  bank  is  not 
justified,  in  the  absence  of  B*s  consent,  in 
charging  the  amount  secured  by  the  note,  to 
the  loan  account  of  A.  and  B,  and  that  such 
an  act  was  a  violation  of  the  original  con- 
tracU 

Where  pecuniary  transactions  take  place 
between  parent  and  child,  immediately  after 
the  child  attains  twenty-one,  the  presumption 
arises  of  undue"  influence  having  been  exer- 
cised towards  the  child,  which  must  be  re- 
butted  by  the  parent  shewing  that  a  free 
and  unfettered  judgment  was  exercised  by 
the  child. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Thomas  Archer  and 
Frances  his  wife,  formerly  Frances  Kiadray, 
spinster,  against  George  Hudson,  and  Wil- 
liam Scawin,  the  registered  public  officers  of 
the  York  Union  Banking  Company,  and 
Christopher  Daniel,  the  uncle  of  Frances 
Archer,  and  prayed,  that  the  company  might 
be  restrained  from  proceeding  at  law  against 
the  plaintiffs,  to  recover  the  sum  of  500/. 
and  interest  on  a  promissory  note,  which  it 
was  sought  to  have  declared  to  have  been 
fraudulently  obtained,  and  that  the  same 
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mi^t  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  or  in 
case  tbe  Court  should  be  opinion,  that  the 
promissory  note  was  not  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  the  plaindfifs,  and  that  the 
company  were  entitled  to  treat  the  note 
as  being  in  force  against  the  plaintiffs,  then 
that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  several 
payments  made  to  the  company  by  or  on 
account  of  Christopher  Daniel,  subsequent 
to  the  making  of  the  promissory  note,  or 
subsequent  to  the  time  at  which  any  amoimt 
in  respect  thereof  might  have  been  placed 
to  the  credit  of  the  said  C.  DanieFs  account, 
ought  to  be  applied  in  reduction  of  the 
balance  then  due  from  the  said  C.  Daniel  to 
the  eompany,  and  of  the  plainti£b'  liability 
on  the  note,  and  that  the  requisite  accounts 
might  be  taken.  It  appeared  that  in  1831, 
the  plaintiff,  then  Frances  Kindray,  was 
only  fifteen  years  of  age,  and  that  from  that 
year  down  to  a  period  considerably  subse- 
quent to  her  attaining  twenty -one,  she  was 
an  orphan,  and  resided  with  her  uncle,  the 
defendant,  C.  Daniel,  a  currier,  at  Thirsk  ; 
she  was  entitled  to  certain  property,  both 
real  and  personal,  in  her  own  right,  and  the 
defendant  Daniel  was  paid  a  weekly  sum 
for  her  maintenance  by  her  guardians,  out 
of  the  income  of  her  property.  She  attained 
her  age  of  twenty- one,  on  the  8th  of  No- 
vember 1837,  and  towards  the  latter  end  of 
that  month  her  guardians  transferred  and 
conveyed  to  her  her  property.  William 
Hauxwell,  in  the  summer  of  1837,  became 
the  manager  of  the  Thirsk  Branch  Bank. 
He  was  an  intimate  friend  of  Daniel's,  and 
knew  the  position  in  which  Frances  Kindray 
stood  towards  Daniel ;  Hauxwell  and 
Daniel,  and  their  respective  families,  were 
in  the  constant  habit  of  visiting  each  other. 
On  the  19th  of  July  1837,  Daniel  opened 
an  account  with  the  company,  and  by  means 
of  his  intimacy  with  HauxweU,  was  allowed 
to  overdraw  his  account  with  the  bank.  In 
December  1837,  after  the  plaintiff,  then 
Frances  Kindray,  had  attained  her  majority, 
and  the  guardians  had  transferred  her  pro- 
perty to  her,  Daniel  had  overdrawn  his 
account  in  the  sum  of  70^.  7s,  2d,  In  the 
latter  part  of  that  month,  Daniel  stated  to 
Hauxwell  his  wish  to  be  allowed  to  over- 
draw his  account  with  the  .bank  to  the 
amount  of  500/.,  as  he  should  thereby  be 
enabled  to  go  into  the  market  advantage- 
ously,  and  buy  his    leather   with  ready 


money,  instead  of  ^ving  acceptances  for  the 
same.  Hauxwell  inquired  of  him  what  secu- 
rity he  could  give  to  the  bank,  when  Daniel 
proposed  the  security  of  himself,  and  his 
niece,  F.  Kindray,  who  was  then  unmarried ; 
and  added  that  he  had  not  spoken  to  her  on 
the  subject,  but  would  do  so  and  let  Haux- 
well know.  About  a  week  afterwards, 
Daniel  called  at  the  bank,  and  stated  to 
Hauxwell  that  he  had  spoken  to  his  niece, 
and  that  she  was  agreeable  to  sign  a  pro- 
missory note  for  500/.,  but  she  did  not  like 
to  come  to  the  bank,  from  a  fear  of  causing 
some  suspicion  that  she  was  going  to  be 
bound  for  her  uncle  to  the  bank,  but  that  if 
Hauxwell  would  prepare  a  note  in  the  usual 
form,  and  take  it  dovm  some  evening  to  his 
(DameFs)  house,  she  would  sign  it.  Haux- 
well acceeded  to  the  proposal,  considering 
the  intended  security  to  be  good,  and  on 
the  1st  of  January  1838,  he  preparesL  the 
joint  and  promissory  note  in  question, 
payable  on  demand  to  the  York  Union 
Banking  Company  or  order,  for  the  sum 
of  500/.,  with  lawfril  interest  from  that 
date.  HauxweU  took  the  note  to  DaniePs 
house  some  time  between  the  1st  and  6th 
of  January  1838,  when  an  interview  took 
place  between  Hauxwell,  Frances  Archer 
(then  Kindray),  and  Daniel ;  Daniel's  wife 
was  occasionally  present  during  the  inter- 
view; the  note  was  produced  to  Frances 
Kindray  before  it  was  signed,  when  Haux- 
well told  her  it  was  a  joint  promissory  note, 
but  that  the  bank  did  not  want  500/.  of  her 
uncle,  C.  Daniel,  the  balance  at  that  time 
owing  by  him  being  very  small,  but  he 
might  want  money  to  the  extent  of  500/. 
Hauxwell  then  asked  if  she  was  willing  to 
sign  the  note,  when  she  answered  in  the 
affirmative,  and  at  his  request  she  read  the 
note.  Daniel  then  signed  the  note,  and 
immediately  afterwards  the  plaintiff  (Fran- 
ces Kindray)  signed  it,  and  appeared  to 
understand  the  nature  of  it,  and  the  object 
for  which  it  was  given,  and  the  liability  in- 
curred by  her  in  signing  the  note.  Haux- 
well attested  both  the  signatures,  and  in 
the  course  of  the  interview  stated,  that  the 
promissory  note  was  to  be  a  security  for 
the  amoimt  th^n  due  to  the  bank  frx>m 
Daniel,  or  for  any  amount  that  might  be 
due,  either  upon  the  open  account  or  upon 
bills  running  to  the  extent  of  500/.  and 
interest ;  after  the  note  was  signed,  it  was 
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taken  possession  of  by  Hauxwell,  on  behalf 
of  the  bank,  and  kept  among  the  securities 
of  a  similar  nature  belonging  to  the  bank, 
and  no  entry  was  made  thereof  in  any  of 
the  bank  books,  and  it  was  always  con- 
sidered a  security  by  the  bank,  to  the 
extent  of  6001.,  for  the  balance  of  the 
account  of  Daniel  with  the  bank.  No  con- 
sideration was  given  to  Frances  Kindray  for 
the  note.  Daniel  became  insolvent  in  May 
1843,  and  there  was  due  from  him  on  his 
account  with  the  bank  the  sum  of  68  H. 
Sa.  Id.,  with  interest  thereon,  from  the  1st 
of  January  184d,  inclusive  of  the  amount 
due  on  the  promissory  note  for  500^.  On 
the  8th  of  December  1841,  Wilkinson,  the 
manager  of  the  head  bank  at  York,  gave 
directions  to  Hauxwell  to  credit  the  account 
kept  by  Daniel  at  the  branch  bank  at  Thirsk, 
with  the  sum  of  500^.,  being  the  amount  of 
the  promissory  note  given .  by  Daniel  and 
Frances  Kindray,  and  to  charge  the  same 
in  the  loan  accoimt  to  Daniel  and  Frances 
Kindray,  and  at  the  same  time  directed 
Hauxwell  to  date  the  entries  the  12th  of 
November  1841,  being  one  day  previous  to 
the  marriage  of  Frances  Kindray,  Wilkinson 
considering  it  better  to  have  the  amount  of 
the  promissory  note  tmnsferred  into  the 
names  of  Daniel  and  Frances  Kindray, 
having  understood  from  Hauxwell  that  the 
laUer  had  miurried,  and  wishing  the  entry  to 
appear  in  the,bo<^8  in  her  maiden  name. 
These  directions  were  duly  complied  with 
by  HauxweU.  The  plaintiffs  intermarried 
on  the  13th  of  November  1841.  > 

On  the  death  of  her  surviving  parent  in 
1825,  Frances  Kindray  was  sent  to  school 
at  York,  and  spent  her  vacation  with  Daniel 
and  his  wife  at  Tbirsk.  She  left  school 
about  four  years  before  she  attained  her  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  and  during  tha^  peri^ 
and  up  to  the  timeof  her  marriage,  and  during 
her  school  vaoaJtions  pieviQusly,  she  resided 
with  Daniel  and  his  wife.  An  allowance 
was  made  by  her  guardians  to  Daniel  for 
her ^ maintenance,  and. bis  house  was  con- 
sidered her  home,  and  she  was  looked  upon 
and  considered  by  his  friends  and  acquaint- 
ances as  a  member  of  his  family,  and  always 
recognised  by  them  as  such,  Daniel  and  his 
wife  uniformly  exercising  parental  authority 
over  her.  The  iact  of  the  plaintiff  (Frances 
Kindray)  being  entitled  to  property,  con*- 
sisting  of  land  and  houses  of  some  value, 


was  notorious  in  Thirsk;  payments  were 
made  by  Daniel  to  the  bank  of  considerable 
amount,  in  the  whole,  subsequent  to  the 
giving  of  the  note. 

The  bill,  amongst  other  things,  stated, 
that  the  note,  even  if  duly  obtained,  was 
only  given  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the 
balance  of  an  open  and  unsettled  account, 
at  that  time  due  to  the  company  from 
Daniel,  and  that  such  accounts  arose  in 
respect  of  and  consisted  of  numerous  sums 
received  and  paid  by  the  company  &om  time 
to  time,  on  account  of  Daniel,  in  the  usual 
manner  of  bankers,  and  of  various  bill  and 
other  transactions ;  and  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances aforesaid,  any  sums  which  were 
paid  to  the  company  by  Daniel  after  the 
note  was  given,  were  appUcable  in  the  first 
place  in  discharge  of  the  balance  due  £tom 
him  to  the  company  when  the  note  was 
given,  and  that  considerable  sums  had  been 
since  paid  by  or  on  account  of  Daniel  to  the 
company  in  respect  thereof;  that  the  balance 
had  been  thereby  paid,  and  nothing  was 
then  due  in  respect  of  the  debt  for  whkh 
the  note  had  been  given. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  RoU,  for  the 
plaintiffs,  contended,  first,  that  the  trans- 
action was  void  in  its  inception,  Hauxwell 
being  cognizant  of  the  situation  in  which 
Daniel  stood  towards  the  plaintiff  (Mrs. 
Archer),  viz.  that  of  guardian  to  an  orphan 
niece ; — secondly,  that  the  promissory  note 
was  not  given  as  a  guarantee  for  a  floating 
balance ;  but  even  if  it  were  so  given,  the 
bank,  without  any  communication  with  Mrs. 
Archer  had  dealt  with  the  note  as  if  Mrs. 
Archer,  were  a  debtor  to  the  bank  for  the 
advances  made  to  Daniel,  to  the  extent  of 
500^.,  and  had  discharged  the  surety ;  and« 
thirdly,  that  the  bank  had  treated  the  case 
as  one  of  ordinary  loan,  which  was  subse*- 
quently  dischaiged. 

Mr.  Q,  Turner  and  Mr.  Ebnsky^  for  the 
defendants,  Hudson  &  Scawin,  the  registered 
officers  of,  the  bank,  contended,  that  the 
evidence  shewed  there  was  no  fraudulent 
contrivance  practised  towards  Mrs.  Archer* 
in  obtaining  her  signature  to  the  note,  and 
that  no  influence  was  exercised  over  her 
that  could  affect  the  bank ;  that  there  could 
be  no  inducement  in  the  bank  or  its  officer* 
to  have  recourse  to  fraud  in  the  matter,  for 
at  the  time  of  the  giving  of  the  note,  the 
defendant  Daniel  was  indebted  to  the  bank 
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itt  die  fium  of  70^.  only;  that  the  conduct 
of  Mrs.  Archer  at  the  time  of  signing  the 
note,  and  her  free  and  voluntary  statement 
to  Hauxwell,  that  she  well  knew  what  she 
was  doing,  and  the  liability  she  incurred  in 
signing  the  note,  was  a  countervailing  equity 
in  favour  of  the  bank ;  that  the  time  which 
transpired  between  the  marriage  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  the  filing  the  bill,  and  during 
which  no  notice  was  given  or  attempted  to 
be  given  to  the  bank  of  the  intention  to 
dispute  the  plaintiffs'  liability  to  pay  the 
note,  whereby  the  bank  was  suffered  to 
continue  their  dealings  with  and  make  large 
advances  of  money  to  Daniel  on  the  security 
thereof,  was  a  very  material  circumstance 
for  the  consideration  of  the  Court ;  that  the 
circumstance  of  the  5002.  having  been  placed 
to  Daniel's  credit,  made  no  difference  in  the 
case,  the  situation  of  the  surety  not  being 
changed  in  any  degree,  and  that  the  lia- 
bility to  pay  the  note  remained,  although 
sums  of  money,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
the  sum  secured  by  the  note,  were  at  a 
subsequent  period  paid  by  Daniel  to  the 
bank,  the  object  of  the  security  being  for 
the  protection  of  the  bank,  in  the  nature  of 
a  continuing  security. 

The  cases  of — 

Bonser  v.    Co«,   4   Beav.  379  ;   s.  c. 

10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  395 ; 

and 

Pease  v.  Hirst,  10  B.  &  C.  123,  tfide 

p.  126 ;  s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  K.B.  94. 

were  cited  for  the  bank. 

Mr,  Glasse,  for  the  defendant  Daniel. 

The  Master  op  the  Rolls,  after  going 
through  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  reading  the 
material  part  of  the  evidence  of  Hauxwell, 
already  stated,  expressed  himself  of  opinion 
that  the  transaction  could  not  stand,  because 
it  was  entered  into  through  the  medium  of  a 
person  standing  in  a  peculiar  situation, 
namely,  in  loco  parentis,  the  relationship 
subsisting  between  the  parties  being  un- 
doribted.  His  Lordship  then  continued — As 
regards  Mrs.  Archer,  no  consideration  was 
given  for  the  note,  and  by  signing  it,  she, 
without  any  advantage  to  herself,  became 
liable  for  the  amount  secured  thereby.  If 
pecuniary  transactions  take  place  between 
parent  and  child  immediately  after  the  child 
attains  twenty-one,  the  presumption  arises 


of  undue  influence  having  been  exercised 
against  the  child,  and  it  becomes  the  duty 
of  the  other  party  to  adduce  evidence  ade- 
quately rebutting  that  presumption,  and 
shewing  that  an  unfettered  and  free  judg« 
ment  has  been  exercised  by  the  child. 
There  was  no  evidence  of  that  kind  in  the 
present  case.  The  witness  Hauxwell  knew 
the  situation  of  the  plaintiff  Mrs.  Archer, 
and  that  she  had  no  opportunity  of  forming 
an  unbiassed  judgment,  there  being  no  peiv 
sons  with  whom  she  could  consult  on  the 
propriety  of  signing  die  promissory  note, 
and  Hauxwell,  the  manager  of  the  bank 
at  Thirsk,  with  whom  the  uncle  was  deal-' 
ing  for  increased  accommodation,  was  not 
the  person  to  afford  the  proper  protection 
to  her,  living  as  she  was  at  that  time  with 
her  uncle  and  aunt.  On  the  first  ground, 
then,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  transaction 
can  stand ;  neither  can  it  be  supported  on 
the  other  grounds  adduced  on  behalf  of  the 
bank.  At  the  utmost,  Mfb.  Archer  could 
only  be  considered  a  surety  for  a  floating 
balance,  whereas  it  is  attempted,  on  the  part 
of  the  bank,  to  make  her  a  debtor  for  all 
sums  advanced  to  Daniel  on  account,  to  the 
extent  of  the  amount  secured  by  the  note. 
Now  no  alteration  was  made  in  the  contract 
by  the  parties:  the  note  was  payable  on 
demand,  and  kept  amongst  the  other  securi- 
ties of  the  bank ;  the  intermarriage  of  the 
plaintiffs,  in  November  1841,  was  known 
to  the  bank,  and  the  accounts  between  Daniel 
and  the  bank  were  not  in  any  manner  af* 
fected  by  any  subsequent  transaction.  [Here 
his  Lotdship  stated  the  communications 
between  Wilkinson,  the  head  manager  of 
the  bank  at  York,  and  Hauxwell,  and  the 
entries  made  in  the  bank  books,  with  refer** 
ence  to  Daniel's  account,  in  consequence.] 
What  aathority  had  Wilkinson,  on  the  8th 
of  December  1841,  after  the  marriage  of  the 
plaintiffs,  for  directing  Hauxwell  to  enter 
the  500^.,  secured  by  the  note,  to  the  credit 
of  Daniel,  and  to  chatge  the  same  to  the 
loan  account  of  Daniel  and  Frances  Kin- 
dray?'  This  was  not  the  contract  on  the 
part  of  Mrs.  Archet*,  and  I  cannot  concur 
with  the  arguments  urged  on  the  part  of  the 
bank,  that  the  situation  of  the  surety  was 
not  altered  by  what  took  place  through  the 
instrumentality  of  the  officers  of  the  bank. 
Mrs.  Archer  was  answerable  at  any  rate  for 
a  floating  balance  only ;  but  what  was  the 
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eiTect  of  entering  the  sum  of  500^.  as  a 
loan  ?  Nothing  less  than  giving  Daniel  the 
absolute  and  immediate  benefit  of  that  sum, 
which  he  might  have  drawn  for  on  the  bank 
at  once.  This  proceeding  was  a  violation 
of  the  original  contract,  and  made  void  the 
whole  transaction  as  far  as  the  security  was 
concerned,  and  relieved  the  surety  from  her 
obligation,  which  was  of  a  very  different  kind. 

The  promissory  note  being  a  joint  one, 
a  perpetual  injunction  against  suing  the 
plaintiffs  thereon  was  accordingly  granted, 
and  the  plaintiffs  were  declared  entitled  to 
have  their  costs,  both  at  law  and  in  equity, 
against  the  bank. 

The  defendant  Daniel  was  refused  his 


costs. 


.} 


COCKSEDOE  V.  COCKSEDGE. 


v.c. 

July  25 

Husband  and  Wife  —  Articles  before 
Marriage — Covenanlt  to  pay  Annuity  upon 
Separation, 

By  articles  before  marriage^  the  husband 
covenanted  to  settle  an  annuity  on  the  wife 
after  marriage,  to  be  paid  in  the  event  of  his 
death  or  any  separation  taking  place : — 
Held,  that  such  a  covenant  was  contrary  to 
public  policy  and  morality,  and  could  not  be 
enforced  by  a  court  of  equity. 

This  was  a  motion  on  behalf  of  Mrs. 
Cocksedge  for  a  receiver  of  the  rents  of  the 
estates  of  her  husband,  under  these  circum- 
stances : — By  certain  articles,  made  pre- 
viously to  the  marriage,  between  T.M .  Cock- 
sedge  and  Ann,  his  wife,  the  following 
covenant  was  entered  into  by  the  said 
T.  M.  Cocksedge :  '**  That  for  and  in  con- 
sideration of  the  said  intended  marriage,  the 
said  T.  M.  Cocksedge  would,  immediately 
after  the  solemnization  thereof,  or  so  soon 
afterwards  as  conveniently  might  be,  make 
and  execute  an  effectual  settlement  in  the 
law  in  favour  of  the  said  Ann  Cocksedge, 
and  thereby  secure  to  her  the  payment  of 
the  annual  sum  of  400/.,  to  be  paid  to  her 
by  equal  quarterly  payments  on  the  four 
usual  quarter  days  in  the  year ;  and  in  the 
event  of  the  death  of  the  said  T.  M.  Cock- 
sedge, or  any  separation  taking  place,  the 
first  payment  thereof  to  be  made  on  the 
first  of  such  days  ihen  next  following  the 


occurrence  of  such  event,  and  to  be  free 
from  the  debts,  controul,  or  engagements  of 
any  future  husband,  but  the  receipts  of  the 
said  Ann  Cocksedge  to  be  sufficient  dis- 
charges for  the  same;  and  that  the  said 
T.  M.  Cocksedge  should  thereby  chaige 
with  payment  thereof  some  one  of  the 
estates  of  him  (the  said  T.  M.  Cocksedge), 
of  ample  value,  held  by  him  in  fee-simple ; 
and  also  that  the  said  T.  M.  Cocksedge 
should  by  deed  create  a  term  of  1,000  yean 
in  such  freehold  estate  to  the  trustees  of 
such  settlement,  one  of  whom  should  be 
William  Whale,  the  father  of  the  intended 
wife,  for  the  further,  better,  and  more  effec- 
tually securing  the  payment  of  the  said  sum 
of  4001.  in  manner  therein  mentioned.'* 

The  marriage  was  solemnized  in  Sep- 
tember 1837,  and  in  August  1842,  a  sepa- 
ration took  place  between  Mr.  Cocksedge 
and  his  wife ;  and  in  consequence  of  the 
refusal,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Cocksedge,  to 
execute  the  settlement  contemplated  by  the 
previous  covenant,  Mrs.  Cocksedge  and  her 
father,  William  Whale,  filed  the  present  bill 
to  enforce  specific  performance  of  the  cove- 
nant, and  for  an  account  of  what  was 
already  due  for  arrear,  and  for  a  receiver , 
and  an  injunction.  The  defendant,  by  his 
answer,  refused  to  perform  the  covenant, 
and  stated  that  he  had  already  instituted  a 
suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  for  a  divorce, 
on  the  ground  of  adultery. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Tennant,  for  the 
plaintiffs,  contended  that  the  covenant,  on 
the  part  of  the  husband,  was  perfectly  valid. 
It  had  been  entered  into  before  and  in  con- 
sideration of  the  marriage,  and  there  was  no 
authority  opposed  to  it.  Those  cases  in 
which  such  covenants  had  been  made  in 
post-nuptial  settlements  could  not  affect 
this  question — 

Roper  on  Husband  and  Wife,  vol.  2, 

p.  134. 
Sidney  v.  Sidney,  8  P.Wms.  269. 

Mr.  BetheU  and  Mr.  Prendergast,  fo^^ 
husband,  were  not  heard. 

The  Vice  Chancellor.  —  Suppose  the 
covenant  had  been,  that  the  husband  would 
pay  the  wife  an  annuity  in  case  she  should 
elope  from  her  husband,  that  surely  would 
never  have  been  valid  ;  and  I  am  justified 
in  putting  any  case  of  separation.  It  seems 
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to  me  that  where,  as  in  this  case,  a  general 
covenant  is.  entered  into  by  the  husband  to 
make  a  provision  for  the  wife,  in  case  of 
any  separation,  it  is  in  fact  a  provision 
which  may  operate  as  a  reason  to  make  the 
wife  guilty  of  the  worst  conduct.  The 
Court  cannot  sever  the  innocent  cause  of 
separatbn  from  the  guilty,  and  say  that  the 
covenant  shall  be  good  in  one  case,  and  bad 
in  another.  It  appears  to  me,  that  at  any 
rate,  the  mere  bad  conduct  of  the  wife  may 
be  the  contingency  upon  which  the  husband 
may  be  bound  to  pay  the  annuity.  This 
covenant  is  clearly  illegal,  and  contrary  to 
public  policy,  as  it  affords,  in  fact,  an  in* 
ducement  to  the  most  atrocious  course  of 
life  to  give  the  lady  a  title  to  the  annuity. 
I  cannot,  therefore,  allow  the  motion ;  but 
as  it  is  purely  a  legal  question,  the  motion 
may  stand  over,  with  liberty  to  the  trustee 
to  bring  such  action  as  he  may  be  advised. 


.C.      \ 

y  22.  J 


STRATFORD  V,  LEWIS. 


V 

May 

Injunction — Amendment. 

An  injunction  having  been  granted  to  stay 
trial,  the  defendant  put  in  his  answer ;  the 
plaintiff  excepted  to  the  answer,  the  excep- 
tions were  allowed,  and  the  plaintiff  obtained 
an  order  for  leave  to  amend  within  three 
weeks,  and  for  the  defendant  to  answer  the 
amendments  and  exceptions  together.  It 
was  now  held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  also 
entitled  to  an  order  to  extend  the  common 
injunction. 

This  bill  was  filed  on  the  17th  of  April, 
and  an  injunction  was  granted  on  the 
18th  of  April  to  restrain  the  defendant  from 
proceeding  in  an  action  at  law  upon  three 
several  bUls  of  exchange,  and  from  nego- 
tiating the  said  bills.  On  the  27th  of  April 
the  defendant  put  in  his  answer,  and  served 
a  notice  of  motion,  on  the  2nd  of  May,  for 
dissolving  the  injunction.  Before  that  motion 
came  on  for  hearing,  the  plaintiff  excepted 
to  the  answer,  and  his  exceptions  were  al- 
lowed by  the  Master,  on  the  6th  of  May ; 
on  the  same  day  the  plaintiff  obtained  an 
order  for  leave  to  amend  his  bill  within 
three  weeks,  and  for  the  defendant  to  answer 
the  exceptions  and  amendments  together. 
New  Sbries,  XIII.— Chanc. 


A  motion  was  now  made,  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  extend  the  common  injunction 
to  stay  trial. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Hallett  appeared 
in  support  of  the  motion,  and  cited,  in  sup- 
port of  this  being  the  practice  of  the  Court — 
Mellor  V.  Cresswell,  2  Myl.  &  K.  616. 
Brown  v.  Reina,  3  You.  &  Jer.  389. 
Simes  v.  Duff,  8  Sim.  270 ;  s.  c.  7  Law 

J.  Rep.  (n.b.)  Chanc.  252. 
Martin  v.  Mortloek,  July  1815,  New^ 
land^s  Practice,  vol.  1.  p.  356. 

Mr.  Kenyon  Parker  and  Mr.  Wright, 
contr^,  contended  that  the  plaintiff,  having 
obtained  leave  to  amend,  was  not  entitled 
to  have  the  common  injunction  extended. 
The  plaintiff,  by  amending,  acknowledged 
that  his  case  was  not,  on  the  original  bill, 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  injunction,  and  he 
could  not,  by  amending  after  answer,  place 
himself  in  a  better  situation. 

Mr.  Bethell,  in  reply,  cited  Newland's 
Chancery  Practice,  8rd  edit.  vol.  1.  p.  356, 
to  shew  that  the  plaintiff,  after  he  had 
obtained  an  order  to  amend,  might  obtain 
an  order  to  extend  the  common  injunction 
to  stay  trial  until  the  defendant  should  put 
in  a  sufficient  answer.  The  defendant  waa 
bound  to  answer  the  exceptions  and  amend- 
ments together,  and  the  plaintiff  was  en« 
titled  to  three  weeks  to  amend.  The  de- 
fendant brought  this  upon  himself  by  hav- 
ing put  in  an  insufficient  answer.  The  case 
of  Simes  v.  Duff  had  already  decided  this 
question. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — The  case  of 
Simes  v.  Duffwm  decided  very  deliberately, 
after  I  had  looked  at  the  case  of  Mellor  v. 
Cresswell,  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I 
do  not  see  why,  because  the  plaintiff  has  no 
case  at  first,  he  should  not  be  able  to  make 
a  case  by  amendment.  The  question  seems 
to  me  to  be  governed  by  this :  that  order 
now  stands  which  gives  a  limit  to  the  time 
during  which  the  plaintiff  may  amend,  and 
it  calls  upon  the  defendant  to  answer  the 
exceptions  and  amendments  together.  I 
think  it  is  quite  indifferent  what  day  before 
that  time  the  plaintiff  comes :  so  the  order 
will  follow. 

Motion  granted. 


SD 
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fk.}   ^" 


re  BARIATINSKI. 


K.  Bruce 
June  25 


Lunacy — Petition  and  Counter -petition — 
Right  to  Begin. 

Where  two  petitions  are  presented^  one 
praying  for  the  confirmation  of  the  Com" 
missioner's  report,  appointing  a  committee, 
and  the  other  petition  opposing  the  report, 
and  praying  for  the  appointment  of  another 
committee,  the  counsel  who  appear  for  the 
first  petition  are  entitled  to  begin. 

The  circumstances  under  which  a  com- 
mission was  issued  in  this  case  are  stated 
ante,  p.  69. 

The  Commissioners  had  made  their  re- 
port, approving  of  a  committee,  and  a  peti- 
tion was  now  presented,  praying  for  the 
eonfirmation  of  that  report.  Another  peti* 
tion  was  also  presented,  praying  that  the 
report  might  not  be  confirmed,  and  that 
another  party  might  be  appointed  com- 
mittee. 

Sir  Charles  Wetherell,  who  appeared  in 
support  of  the  first  petition,  claimed  the 
right  to  begin. 

Mr,  Erie  and  Mr,  Stuart,  for  the  counter- 
petition,  contended  that  the  report  would  be 
•confirmed  as  a  matter  of  course,  unless  some 
opposition  were  offered  to  it,  and  any  op* 
position  was  in  the  nature  of  exceptions ; 
and  that,  as  the  parties  who  supported  ex- 
ceptions ,to  the  Master's  report,  had  the 
right  to  begin,  upon  the  same  principle  the 
counsel  for  this  counter-petition  were  en- 
titled to  be  heard  first. 

The  Lord  Chancellob  said,  that  the 
Commissioners  had  come  to  a  particular 
conclusion  in  a  matter  in  which  the  circum- 
stances were  of  a  very  complicated  descrip- 
tion, ancl  the  propriety  of  the  decision  of 
the  Commissioners  was  the  matter  which 
was  now  in  dispute.  His  Lordship  was 
therefore  to  rehear  the  case,  and  he  thought 
it  would  be  more  convenient  that  the  same 
party  should  begin  now  as  began  before  the 
Commissioners  :  and  he  was  also  informed 
by  the  secretary  of  lunatics  and  by  the 
registrar  that  this  was  the  usual  course. 


V  C  1 

L    *     '  j-  HAMMOND  V.  MAULS. 

Legacy —  Construction —  Vesting. 


A  testator  bequeathed  a  sum  ofsiock  for 

A,  for  life,  and  directed  thai,  after  the 
decease  of  A,  the  stock  should  be  transferred 
to  B,  in  case  she  should  then  have  attained 
twenty-one,  but  that  if  B.  should  not  then 
have  attained  twenty^one,  the  interest  or 
dividends  should  be  applied  for  the  main' 
tenance  of  B,  until  she  should  attain  twenty- 
one,  and  upon  her  attaining  twenty-one,  that 
the  stock  should  then  be  transferred  to  B, 

B,  died  in  the  lifetime  of  A,  under  the  age 
of  twenty-one : — Held,  that  the  stock  vested 
absolutely  in  B. 

John  Bradbume,  by  his  will,  made  the 
following  bequest : — '*  I  give  and  bequeath 
to  the  Rev.  Henry  Hammond  the  sum  of 
1,000/.,  to  be  paid  to  him,  his  executors,  or 
administrators,  within  nine  calendar  months 
after  my  decease,  upon  the  trusts  following, 
t.  e,  upon  trust,  to  lay  out  and  invest  the 
same  sum  immediately  as  the  same  shall 
come  to  his  hands,  in  the  purchase  of  31, 
per  cent,  consolidated  Bank  annuities,  or 
31.  per  cent,  reduced  Bank  annuities,  ac- 
cording to  which  of  the  said  funds  shtJl  be 
then  open  for  the  transfer  of  stock;  and 
upon  further  trust  to  pay  the  interest  or 
dividends  of  the  stock  purchased  with  the 
said  sum  of  1,0002.,  as  the  same  interest 
and  dividends  shall  become  due  and  payable, 
to  Sarah  Gyett  for  her  natural  life,  for  her 
own  use  and  benefit,  and,  immediately  after 
the  decease  of  the  said  S.  Gyett,  upon  trust, 
and  I  will  and  direct  that  the  said  stock  or 
fund  purchased  with  the  said  sum  of  1,0002. 
as  aforesaid,  shall  be  transferred  and  paid 
to  her  daughter  Sarah  Gyett,  in  case  she 
shall  then  have  attained  her  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  for  her  own  absolute  use  and 
benefit;  but  in  case  the  said  S.  Gyett  shall 
not  have  attained  her  age  of  twenty-ooe 
years  at  the  decease  of  her  said  mother, 
then,  upon  trust,  to  pay  to  or  apply  the 
said  interest  or  dividends  as  the  same  shall 
become  due  and  payable  for  the  maintenance 
and  support  of  the  said  S.  Gryett,  nntil  she 
shall  attain  such  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
and  upon  her  attainment  thereof,  upon  trust, 
to  transfer  the  said  stock  or  fund  to  the 
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said  S.  Gyett  for  her  own  use  and  benefit." 
The  testator  made  a  residuary  bequest. 

The  sum  of  1,000^.  was  invested  in  stock 
after  the  testator's  death.  S.  Gyett,  the 
daughter,  who  was  an  illegitimate  child  of 
S.  Gyett,  the  tenant  for  life  of  the  fund, 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  her  mother,  under  the 
age  of  twenty- one,  and  afterwards  S.  Gyett, 
the  mother,  died.   . 

The  only  question  in  the  cause  was,  to 
whom  the  stock  belonged. 

The  claimants  were,  the  Crown,  on  the 
ground  that  the  fund  had,  by  the  will,  ab- 
solutely vested  in  S.  Gyett,  the  daughter, 
and  on  her  death  had  passed  to  the  Crown ; 
and  the  residuary  legatees  of  the  testator, 
on  the  ground  that,  under  the  circumstances 
which  happened,  the  fund  had  not  so  vested, 
and  therefore  had  fallen  into  the  residue. 

Mr,  Wigram,  Mr.  Spence,  Mr.  Wood,  and 
Mr.  Smythe,  for  the  residuary  legatees,  con- 
tended, first,  that  the  legacy  was  given  to 
S.  Gyett,  the  daughter,  on  the  condition  of 
her  surviving  her  mother;  and  secondly, 
that  it  was  given  to  her  on  the  condition  of 
her  attaining  twenty-one ;  on  either  of  such 
constructions  the  legacy  would  sink  into  the 
residue.  On  the  second  point  they  cited 
Batsfordv.  KehbeU{\). 

[Knight  Bruce,  V.C. — In  that  case  the 
period  went  far  beyond  that  in  which  care 
and  attention  were  necessary.  That  is  a 
strong  ingredient  in  determining  the  inten- 
don.  If  the  age  had  been  twenty-one,  and 
that  case  were  now  to  be  decided,  what 
would  be  the  decision?] 

Watson  V.  Hayes,  9  Sim.  500 ;  s.  c.  8 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  169,  re-^ 
versed  on  appeal,  5  Myl.  &  Cr.  125 ; 
s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  49. 
Taylor  v.  Bacon,  8  Sim.  100. 
Butcher  v.  Leach,  5  Beav.  892. 

[Knight  Bruce,  V.C. — I  see  that  no 
case  was  cited  in  Taylor  v.  Bacon  and 
Butcher  v.  Leachy  but  the  case  of  Wadley 
V.  North  (2)]. 

They  also  referred  to — 

Haiison  v.  Graham^  6  Yes.  239 ;  and 
Leake  v.  Robinson,  2  Mer.  363,  386, 
387. 

(1)  3  Ve8,363. 

(2)  Ibid.  364. 


Mr.  Twiss  and  Mr,  Wray,  for  the  Crown, 
were  not  called  upon. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Hanson,  for  other 
parties. 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C. — In  this  case  it 
has  been  contended,  but  scarcely  argued, 
that  the  survivorship  of  the  tenant  for  life, 
by  the  legatee  S.  Gyett,  the  daughter,  was 
essential  to  vest  the  gift.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  clearly  was  not.  The  mere  circum- 
stance of  the  gift  of  a  legacy  being  post- 
poned in  point  of  enjoyment  for  the  benefit 
of  a  prior  tenant  for  life,  does  not  affect  the 
vesting.  Rven  if  it  be  expressed  in  a  will 
that  the  legacy  shall  be  paid  to  A.  for  life, 
and,  after  the  death  of  A,  that  it  shall  be 
paid  to  B,  there,  although  there  be  a  gift 
expressing  the  personal  receipt  by  B,  yet, 
if  there  is  nothing  more,  such  language  does 
not  import  that  it  is  a  mere  mode  of  describ« 
ing  the  vesting.  It  has  been  almost  con« 
ceded,  that  had  the  child  attained  twenty- 
one  in  the  lifetime  of  the  mother,  and  then 
died,  the  personal  representative  of  the  child 
would  have  taken.  It  is  clear  that  the 
survivorship  is  not  essential. 

The  other  question  is,  whether  the  vesting 
was  postponed  until  the  majority  of  the 
child.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  testator 
has  used  words  whose  meaning  has  been 
settled  by  a  long  course  of  decisions.  When 
a  legacy  is  given  iif  a  mere  direction  to  pay 
it  to  a  legatee  at  a  certain  age,  if  there  be 
nothing  more,  the  attainment  of  that  age 
by  the  legatee  may  be  the  condition  of  his 
being  entitled  to  the  legacy;  but  where, 
though  these  words  are  used,  and  the  whole 
fund  and  produce  of  the  legacy  in  the 
meantime  is  given  to  the  legatee,  it  is  a  rule 
of  construction  not  to  hold  these  words  as 
conditional,  which  might  otherwise  be  con- 
ditional. I  am  of  opinion,  that  I  should 
be  running  contrary  to  the  decision  in 
Hanson  v.  Graham,  if  I  were  to  decide 
otherwise  than  that  the  legacy  became 
vested  in  the  infant.  I'  say  nothing  about 
the  cases  of  Butcher  v.  Leach,  or  Taylor 
V.  Bacon,  or  about  the  language  of  any  other 
will.  All  I  say  is,  that  the  construction  of 
the  language  of  this  will  has,  in  my  opin- 
ion, been  settled  by  the  law  of  this  country 
for  many  years  past  to  be  according  to  my 
decision. 
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K.  Bruce 
June 


,V.C.\ 
8.        / 


GALTON  r.  EMUSS. 


Vendor  and  Purchaser -^  Agreement  — 
Specific  Performance, 

An  estate  belonging  to  A.  was  advertised 
for  salehy  auction ;  B.  and  C,  who  had  estates 
adjoining  to  it,  titer e  both  desirous  ofpur-- 
chasing  it.  An  agreement  was  entered  into 
between  B,  and  C,  to  the  following  effect : — 
In  consideration  of  C,*s  not  opposing  B,  in 
the  purchase  ofA,*s  estate,  B,  engaged,  in 
case  he  purchased  A.*s  estate,  not  to  sell  A,*s 
estate  or  his  own,  without  giving  C,  the  option 
of  purchasing  both  at  a  certain  price ;  and 
B,  also  engaged,  in  case  he  purchased  A.*s 
estate,  that  C.  should,  for  twelve  months  after 
the  death  ofB,  have  the  option  of  purchasing 
both  estates  at  a  certain  price  I'^^Held,  that 
this  agreement  was  not  iUegal,  and  that  C, 
was  entitled  to  have  a  specific  performance 
of  it. 

An  estate  atOddingley,  in  Worcestershire, 
belonging  to  Mr.  Williams,  having  been  ad- 
vertised for  sale  by  auction,  Mr.  Galton  and 
Mr.  Nash,  who  had  farms  adjoining  to  it, 
and  were  both  desirous  of  purchasing  it,  but 
unwilling  to  raise  the  price  by  competing 
with  or  bidding  against  each  oUier,  entered 
into  and  signed  Qie  following  agreement, 
dated  the  20th  of  November  1838:— "In 
consideration  of  Mr.  Ghalton  not  opposing 
Mr.  Nash  in  the  purchase  by  auction  of  Mr. 
Williams's  estate  at  Oddingley  now  adver- 
tised for  sale,  Mr.  Nash  engages  that  he  will 
not  sell  such  estate,  (in  case  he  purchases), 
or  the  farm  of  which  he  is  the  owner  at  pre- 
sent at  Oddingley  aforesaid,  to  any  person 
until  he  has  given  Mr.  Galton  the  offer 
thereof  at  such  sum  as  he  may  purchase  the 
same  for,  together  with  all  necessary  ex- 
penses to  be  laid  out  in  repairs  in'  the  mean- 
time as  far  as  regards  Mr.  Williams's  farm ; 
and,  as  far  as  regards  Mr.  Nash's  own  farm, 
at  the  same  price  per  acre  (the  timber  being 
paid  for  in  addition,)  as  he  may  purchase 
Mr.  Williams's  for,  and  the  timber  on  Mr. 
Williams's  estate  to  be  paid  for  or  not,  as 
Mr.  Nash  may  purchase  Mr.  Williams's 
estate,  either  by  having  the  timber  included 
in  the  purchase  or  paying  for  it  at  a  valua- 
tion ;  and  Mr.  Nash  engages,  in  case  he  pur- 
chases Mr.  Williams's  estate,  that  Mr.  Galton 
or  his  heir-at-law  shall,  in  any  case,  have 


the  offer  for  twelve  months  of  both  the  estates 
above  mentioned  upon  the  terms  aforesaid, 
by  the  trustees  under  the  will  of  the  said 
Mr.  Nash,  to  whom  he  will  give  ample 
powers  for  the  purpose." 

Soon  after  the  date  of  this  agreement, 
Mr.  Nash  purchased  Mr.  Williams's  estate 
at  Oddingley  by  private  contract. 

Previously  to  the  agreement,  Mr.  Nash 
had,  by  will,  devised  his  own  estate  at  Od- 
dingley to  trustees  on  certain  trusts  for  the 
benefit  of  his  family,  and,  after  the  purchase 
of  Mr.  Williams's  estate,  he  added  a  codicQ 
devising  that  estate  upon  the  same  trusts. 

Mr.  Nash  died  on  the  19th  of  March  1843, 
and,  within  twelve  months  after  his  death, 
Galton  applied  to  the  devisees  of  Mr.  Nash's 
estates  for  a  sale  thereof  in  pursuance  of  the 
agreement.  This  right  having  been  dis- 
puted, the  bill  was  filed  by  Mr.  Galton  against 
the  devisees,  for  the  specific  performance  of 
the  agreement. 

Mr,  Russell  and  Mr.  Amphlett^  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Mr,  Wigram  and  Mr,  Hubbaek^  for  some 
of  the  defendants. — The  Court,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  discretion  as  to  granting  relief  in 
bills  seeking  specific  performance,  ought  to 
refuse  to  aid  the  plaintiff  in  this  case.  An 
agreement  between  persons,  having  the 
effect  of  keeping  down  the  price  of  an  estate 
below  what  it  might  fetch  in  the  market,  is 
not  of  a  nature  to  be  encouraged  by  the 
Court.  Such  a  course  is  analogous  to  puf- 
fing, which  will  in  many  cases  vidate  a  sale. 

Mr.  Parry,  Mr,  G,  T.  White,  Mr.  Get- 
dart,  and  Mr,  Cameron,  for  the  other  defen- 
dants. 

His  Honour,  in  the  course  of  the  argu- 
ment, said,  that  if  the  defendants  questioned 
the  legality  of  the  contract,  he  would  give 
them  the  opportunity  of  taking  the  opinion 
of  a  court  of  law. 

Knight  Bruce,  Y.C. — Two  men,  being 
desirous  of  buying  an  estate  of  a  third,  are 
acquainted  with  each  other's  intentions,  and, 
wiUi  a  view  of  obtaining  the  estate  in  ihe 
most  beneficial  manner,  one  agrees  to  retire 
firom  the  contest  and  leave  the  purchase  open 
to  the  other.  No  intention  or  intimation  of 
fraud  is  suggested  as  between  these  two 
parties.  There  is  no  authority  to  shew  that 
an  arrangement  to  retire  from  being  a  com- 
petitor for  an  estate  is  illegal.  As  the  defen- 
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dants  have  not  asked,  in  accordance  with 
the  intimation  I  threw  out  during  the  argu- 
ment, for  an  opportunity  of  taking  the  opin- 
ion of  a  court  of  law,  I  may  assume  they 
do  not  require  such  an  opportunity.  As, 
therefore,  there  is  no  authority  against  the 
legality  of  the  contract,  and  the  defendants 
do  not  require  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law 
on  the  point,  I  am  hound  to  hold  that  such 
a  bargain  is  not  illegal.  There  does  not 
appear  to  be  any  case  of  hardship  made  out, 
to  induce  me  to  refuse  a  specific  perform- 
ance. 


.} 


TOLSON  V.  DYKES. 


L.C. 
Junes,  12 

Casts  —  Attachment  —  Prisoner  —  2)»«- 
char^e, 

A  plaintiffs  who  had  been  detained  under 
an  attachment  for  non-payment  of  costs  under 
20/.,  and  who  had  been  in  prison  more  than 
twelve  months^  was  held  entitled  to  be  dis- 
charged; and  thatf  notwitJistanding  he  was 
attached  for  other  costs  in  the  same  suit  eX" 
ceeding  201, 

Green  v.  GreeUj  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chanc«  140,  overruled. 

The  bill  had  been  dismissed  with  costs  for 
want  of  prosecution.  The  plaintiff  did  not 
pay  the  amount  due  from  bim  to  the  defen- 
dant for  costs,  which  exceeded  150Z.,  and 
an  attachment  had  been  issued  against  him 
for  the  non-payment  of  them.  He  then 
made  an  application  to  the  Court,  which  was 
refused  with  costs,  amounting  to  14/.  12j. 
5d. ;  aihd  an  attachment  was  lodged  as  a  de- 
tainer against  him  for  the  non-payment  of 
that  sum,  he  being  then  in  prison,  and 
having  remained  in  prison  ever  since.  He 
then  made  another  application  to  the  Court, 
which  was  also  refused  with  costs.  These 
costs  amounted  to  *JL  155.  5d,,  and  another 
attachment  for  non-payment  of  them  was 
lodged  as  a  further  detainer  against  the  plain- 
tiff, bearing  date  the  7th  of  March  1834. 

A  motion  was  now  made,  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  he  might  be  discharged  out  of 
custody  as  to  the  last-mentioned  attachment. 

Mr.  Koe,  in  support  of  the  motion,  referred 
to  the  48  Geo.  3.  c.  123,  which  provided 
that  any  prisoner  in  execution  upon  any 
judgment  for  any  debt  or  damages  not  ex- 


ceeding the  sum  of  20/.,  who  should  have 
lain  in  prison  thereupon  for  twelve  calendar 
months,  might,  upon  application  to  the  Court, 
be  discharged  out  of  custody :  that  the  act 
of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10.  s.  1 8,  enacted  that 
all  decrees  and  orders  of  courts  of  equity, 
whereby  any  costs  should  become  payable 
to  any  person,  should  have  the  same  effect 
as  judgments  in  the  courts  of  common  law  ; 
and  that,  therefore,  the  plaintiff,  having  lain 
in  prison  twelve  months,  was  now  entitled 
to  be  discharged. 

Mr.  Wether eUf  on  behalf  of  the  defendant, 
contended  that  the  object  of  the  statute  1  &  2 
Vict.  c.  110,  was  to  give  the  creditor  greater 
facility  for  the  recovery  of  his  debt,  and  that 
it  was  not  intended  to  give  the  debtor  any 
such  benefit  as  he  would  derive  if  this  motion 
were  granted ;  and  that  the  whole  amount 
due  firom  the  plaintiff  for  costs  wa&  much 
greater  than  20/.,  and  that  he  was  not,  under 
diese  circumstances,  entitled  to  be  discharged 
as  to  this  attachment,  because  it  related  to  a 
part  of  those  costs  which  was  under  20/. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  was  of  opinion, 
that  the  prisoner  was  entitled  to  be  dis- 
charged out  of  custody  as  to  this  attachment ; 
and  made  the  order  as  moved,  without  costs. 


Note, — A  case  of  Gibson  v.  Carling,  before  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  on  the  27th  of  November,  1843, 
was  cited,  in  which  that  Court  discharged  a  pri- 
soner who  was  in  execution  for  non-payment  of  costs 
under  20/.  In  a  case  of  Green  v.  Green,  before  the 
Vice  Chancellor,  (vi<2e  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc. 
140,)  which  was  not  cited  in  Tolson  v.  Dykes,  the 
Vice  Chancellor  refused  a  similar  application,  on 
the  ground  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  was  not  a 
court  of  record,  within  the  meaning  of  the  1  &  2 
Vict  c.  1 10,  and  that  this  Court  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  make  such  an  order. 


K.  Bruce 
June  13 


,v.c.\ 

13.      J 


PARSONS  V.  STEEL, 


Billr^24th  New  Order  of  August  1841 — 
Affidavit — Husband  and  Wife. 

The  affidavit  in  support  of  a  motion^  under 
the  24th  New  Order  of  August  1841,  that 
a  memorandum  of  the  service  of  the  copy  of 
the  bill  on  husband  and  wife  may  be  entered^ 
ought  to  statCf  **  that  a  copy  of  the  bill  had 
been  served  on  the  husband  and  wife^  by 
serving  a  copy  of  the  bill  on  the  husband." 
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A  husband  and  wife  were  defendants  to 
the  bill  in  this  suit,  which  did  not  relate  to 
the  separate  estate  of  the  wife.  On  a  motion, 
under  the  23rd  and  24th  Orders  of  Au- 
gust 1841  (1),  supported  by  an  affidavit 
**  that  a  copy  of  the  bill  had  been  served  on 
the  husband,"  an  order  was  made  that  a 
memorandum  of  the  service  of  a  copy  of  the 
bill  on  the  husband  and  wife,  should  be 
entered  in  the  office  of  the  clerks  of  the 
records  and  writs.  An  objection  was  made, 
in  the  registrar's  office,  as  to  the  form  of  the 
affidavit,  on  the  ground  that  it  ought  to  have 
stated  '*  that  a  copy  of  the  bill  had  been 
served  on  the  husband  and  wife,  by  serving 
a  copy  of  the  bill  on  the  husband." 

Mr,  Biltotij  in  submitting  the  question 
to  the  Court,  contended  that  the  affidavit 
was  sufficient,  and  cited  Kent  v.  Jacobs  (2). 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C.  (after  conferring 
with  the  registrar),  said,  that  the  form  sug- 
gested, and  for  want  of  which  the  affidavit 
was  objected  to,  was  always  used  in  the 
registrar's  office  in  such  cases  of  service,  and 
that  he  thought  an  affidavit  in  this  case  had 
better  be  made  so  as  to  conform  with  such 
practice. 


K.  Bruce,  V.C. 
June  27. 


} 


CONDUIT  V,  SOANE. 


Tenant  for  Life — Heir-Looms, 

A  tenant  for  life,  under  a  milt  of  articles 
directed  by  the  will  to  be  considered  as  heir^ 
loomsj  is  entitled  to  the  custody  of  these 
articles  on  giving  an  undertaking  to  deal  with 
them  properly,  but  without  giving  security, 
except  there  be  a  case  of  impeachment. 

This  was  a  suit  to  aditiinister  the  estate 
of  the  late  Sir  John  Soane.  Sir  John 
Soane  had  bequeathed  a  diamond  ring,^a 
medal,  and  some  other  articles  to  his  grand- 
son for  life,  with  .remainders  over,  and 
directed  that  they  should  be  considered  as 
heir-looms.  By  the  decree  made  in  the 
cause,  it  was  declared  (among  other  things) 
that  the  above-mentioned  articles  should  be 
delivered  to  the  grandson,  who  was  then  a 

(1)  Ord.  Can.  171  ;    10   Lair  J.  Rep.   (n.s.) 
ChaDc.  413. 

(2)  5  Beav.  48;  s.  c.  11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chanc.  380. 


minor,  when  he  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
one,  on  his  giving  security. 

The  grandson,  having  attained  his  ma- 
jority, desired  that  these  articles  should  be 
delivered  to  him  on  his  signing  an  inven- 
tory, but  without  giving  any  security ;  and 
the  cause  was  now  set  down  to  be  reheard, 
in  order  that  the  decree  might  be  varied 
accordingly. 

Mr,  Teed  and  Mr,  Messiier,  for  the 
grandson,  said  that  there  were  old  cases, 
directing  that  security  should  be  given,  but 
those  cases  had  been  overruled — Foley  v. 
Burnell  (1).  They  also  stated,  that  the 
point  had  not  been  brought  before  the 
Court  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  and  that 
the  above  direction  had  not  been  made  at 
that  time  by  the  Court,  but  had  been  sub- 
sequently introduced  in  drawing  up  the 
decree. 

Knight  Bruce,  Y.  C.  said,  that  the 
direction  as  to  security  had  not  proceeded 
from  him,  as  it  had  always  been  his  impres- 
sion that  the  rule  was,  that  no  security 
should  be  required  unless  there  was  a  case 
of  impeachment.  The  decree  must  be 
varied  by  striking  out  the  part  requiring 
security,  and  directing  that  the  articles 
should  be  delivered  to  the  grandson,  on  his 
signing  an  inventory,  and  giving  an  under- 
taking to  take  proper  care  of  them,  and  deal 
with  them  properly.  The  costs  of  the  re- 
hearing to  be  a  part  of  the  general  costs  of 
the  cause. 


DALLIMORE  V,  OGILVIE. 


V.C.     \ 
June  28.  J 

Motion  to  dismiss — '[7th  Order  (/ 1831. 

In  a  suit  for  an  injunction,  replication 
was  filed  on  the  25th  of  March  1843,  and 
the  plaintiff  obtained  an  order  for  a  commis- 
sion in  November  1843.  A  motion  by  the 
defendants,  in  May  1844,  to  dismiss  under 
the  1 7th  Order  o/ 1831,  was  granted. 

This  was  a  bill  for  an  injunction  to  re- 
strain proceedings  at  law,  and  for  other 
relief.  A  replication  was  filed,  and  notice 
of  replication  given  to  the  defendants  on 
the  25th  of  March  1843.     There  was  no 

(1)  1  Bro.C.C.  274,279. 
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motion  to  dismiss  for  want  of  prosecution 
previous  to  the  replication.  The  plaintiff 
obtained  an  order  for  a  commission  on  the 
4th  of  November  1843,  and  served  it  on  the 
7th  of  November  following.  After  this  there 
was  no  proceeding  in  the  cause  till  notice  of 
motion  by  some  of  the  defendants  to  dismiss 
on  the  18th  of  May  1844.  The  plaintiff 
alleged  an  attempt  to  compromise  in  Feb- 
ruary and  March  1844. 

Mr,  Bethell  and  Mr.  Simpson  now  moved 
to  dismiss,  and  cited  Rayson'v,  Lees  (1),  to 
shew  that  the  plaintiff  was  within  the  1 7  th 
Order  of  1831(2). 

Mr,  Stuart  and  Mr,  Collins,  contra,  re- 
lied upon  the  attempt  to  compromise,  as 
excusing  the  plaintiff's  inactivity. 

Mr.  Bethell,  in  reply,  insisted  that  the 
defendants  were  entitled  to  move  to  dismiss 
before  November  1843,  as  the  order  for  the 
commission  ought  to  have  been  obtained 
and  served  within  three  weeks  after  replica- 
tion, but  was  not  obtained  for  more  than 
half  a  year ;  that  the  defendants  had  done 
nothing  to  waive  that  absolute  and  perfect 
right ;  and  further  that  they  were  entitled 
to  dismiss  for  want  of  prosecution,  since  the 
order  for  a  commission  was  obtained  not- 
withstanding the  alleged  attempt  at  com- 
promise. 

I'he  ViCB  Chancellor. — You  are  en- 
titled to  the  order  to  dismiss.  I  may  observe, 
that  in  the  case  of  Ray  son  v.  Lees  I  am 
represented  to  have  decided  that  a  party 
may  abandon  an  order  for  a  commission  to 
examine  witnesses  at  any  time ;  whereas  I 
expressly  decided  the  contrary,  and  I  have 
since  acted  upon  that  decision. 


.C.       \ 

12,  22.J 


BUSH  V.  8HIPMAN. 


V. 

July  12, 

Creditors*  Deed — Specific  Lien. 

TJie  plaintiffs,  who  were  hop-merchants^ 
sold  a  quantity  of  hops.  The  purchaser^ 
before  he  had  paid  for  them,  entered  into-  a 
deed  of  composition  with  his  creditors,  who 
were  to  execute  the  deed  within  three  months. 
The  plaintiffs,  who  retained  a  lien  on  the 
hops,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  trade, 

(1)  1  Keen,  14;  s.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.(N.s.)  Chanc. 
202. 

(2)  Ord.  Can.  12  ;  1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  1. 


sold  them  for  much  less  than  tfie  original 
purchase-money,  and  then  claimed  to  share 
in  the  dividend,  under  the  deed,  for  the 
balance  due  to  them : — Held,  that  the  plain-* 
tiff,  not  having  executed  the  deed,  and  having 
paid  himself  in  part  by  the  sale  of  the  hops, 
could  not  claim  a  share  in  the  dividend  under 
the  deed. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaintiffs,  who 
were  hop-merchants  in  the  Borough,  against 
Messrs.  Shipman  &  Carter,  the  trustees 
under  a  deed  of  composition  with  creditors, 
to  obtain  a  dividend  under  the  deed.  The 
bill  stated  that  the  plaintiffs,  Messrs.  Bush 
&  Dudham,  sold  to  John  Shippam  a  certain 
quantity  of  hops  for  315/.;  that  the  hops 
were,  in  accordance  with  the  custom  of  the 
trade,  retained  by  the  plaintiffs  in  their 
warehouse,  until  they  should  be  removed 
by  the  purchaser,  they  retaining  a  lien 
upon  the  hops  for  the  purchase-money  and 
warehouse  dues;  that  Shippam,  the  pur- 
chaser, only  paid  30/.  of  the  purchase- 
money,  and  some  time  afterwards,  being  in 
difficulties,  made  an  assignment  of  his  pro- 
perty, for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  at  the 
same  time  informing  the  plaintiffs  of  that 
fact,  and  advising  them  to  sell  the  hops,  in 
payment  of  their  claim  upon  him. 

The  deed  of  assignment  Was  executed  on 
the  8th  of  March  1842,  by  which  the  pro- 
perty was  conveyed  to  trustees,  to  apply 
the  residue  of  the  proceeds,  after  payment 
of  the  expenses,  unto  such  of  the  creditors 
as  should  execute  the  deed,  or  signify  in 
writing  their  assent  to  it,  and  deliver  to  the 
trustees  a  true  account  in  writing  of  their- 
respective  debts,  within  three  calendar 
mouths  from  the  date  thereof,  and  should 
on  request  execute  the  said  indentture, 
rateably,  and  in  proportion  to  their  respec- 
tive debts,  without  any  preference  or 
priority  of  payment,  and  to  pay  the  surplus 
which  might  remain  after  such  payments 
unto  the  said  John  Shippam.  The  bill 
also  stated,  that  in  April  1842  the  plaintiffs 
made  an  application  to  the  trustees  under 
the  deed  of  assignment  for  an  authority 
to  sell  the  hops.  In  the  May  following  the 
trustees  gave  them  authority  to  do  so,  and 
requested  the  particulars  of  such  sale  might 
be  laid  before  them.  In  December  1842 
the  plaintiffs  having  been  unable  to  sell  the 
hops,  applied  to  the  trustees  to  take  them  at 
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a  yaltiation^  and  to  allow  Hhem  an.  equal  diyi- 
dend  with  the  other  creditors  of  John  Shippanv 
upon  the  balance  which  would  remain  due  to 
them  after  the  sale  of  the  hops.  The  trus- 
tees then  refused  to  allow  Uie  plaintiffs  to 
come  in  jointly  with  the  other  creditors,  so 
as  to  share  in  the  dividend  under  the  estate, 
on  the  ground  that  they  had  not  complied 
with  the  trusts  of  the  deed. 

The  plaintiffs  afterwards  sold  the  hops 
for  the  sum  of  772. i  and  filed  this  bill, 
which  charged  that  the  plaintiffs  had  not 
been  requested  to  sign  the  composition 
deed,  but  that  in  fact  they  had  given  their 
assent  to  it  within  three  months  after  the 
date  by  the  application  they  had  made  to 
the  trustees  for  permission  to  sell  the  hops ; 
and  it  prayed  that  the  plaintiffs  might  share 
in  the  dividend,  under  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment, upon  the  balance  due  to  them. 

Mr,  Anderson  and  Mr,  GlassCf  for  the 
plaintiffs,  in  support  of  their  ri^ht  to  share 
in  the  dividend,  notwithstanding  they  had 
received  the  money  for  the  sale  of  the  hops, 
cited 

Dnnch  v.  Kent,  1  Vem.  260. 

Spottiswoode  v.  Siockdale,  Coop.  102. 

Sherwood  v.  Sanderson,  19  Ves.  280. 

Ex  parte  Parratt,  2  Mont.  &Ayr.  626. 

Thomas  v.  Courtnay,  1  B.  &  Aid.  1. 
The  cases  generally  proceeded  upon  the 
ground  of  fraudulent  concealment;  here,  the 
plaindfEs  had  communicated  with  the  as- 
signees, and  had  virtually  consented  to  the 
deed  of  composition,  although  they  had  not 
actually  signed  it. 

Mr,  Bethell  and  Mr,  Harrison,  for  the 
assignees,  said  it  was  never  the  intention  of 
the  deed  that  any  particular  creditor  should 
make  what  he  could  by  the  sale  of  articles 
belonging  to  the  debtor,  and  then  come  in  to 
share  with  the  other  creditors  for  the  balance 
due  to  him.  The  plain tifft  had  never  yet 
performed  what  the  deed  required  of  them  ; 
they  had  not  sent  in  their  accounts  within 
three  months,  nor  had  they  done  any  act  to 
shew  they  consented  to  the  deed. 

Lee  V.  Lockhart,  8  Myl.  &  Cr.  302. 

Cullinffworth^.  Loyd,  2  Beav.  385 ;  s.  c. 
9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  218. 

Leicester  v.  Rose,  4  East,  372. 

The  Vice  CfiANCELLOR. — It  is  impossible 
to  grant  the  relief  asked  by  this  bill ;  it  is 
quite  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the 


compofiition  dead.  :  Tliar  oasfe  •eS-^CmUM^ 
worth  y.  Loj^j  thougUi  tli^cixcumsloQees^UB^ 
different,  will  govern  this  casey-and  the  iaii» 
guage  of  the  Judges  in  Leicester  v.  Aae , 
referred  to  by  the  Master  of  the  RolUi  io 
also  sttfHcient  authority.  Here  tbe  p|a^ 
tiffs  wished  to  secure  themselves  as  fiu*  as 
they  could  by  the  sale  of  the  gooda  ixx  Uieiv 
possession,  and  then  to  come  voc  upoa  ai^ 
equality  with  the  other  creditors  ynder  the 
composition  deed ;  that  seems  qjuite  inooncis-t 
tent  with  the  intention  of  the  deed*  It  Is 
clear  that  the  efiect  of  the  stipulation  in  Ihe 
deed,  that  it  was  to  be  foi;  the  benefit  ol 
those  creditors  who  should  come  in-  aod 
claim  within  three  months,  was  to  have^ 
limit  to  the  time  within  which  the  czeditoia: 
might  avail  themselves  o£  this  mode  .of  pay;^. 
ment.  My  opinion  upon  the  merits  a^. 
the  substance  of  the  clause  is,  that  no 
relief  can  be  granted  to  the  plainti£&.  It  is 
an  experiment  which  must  ful,  and  there- 
fore the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


C.      \ 

yi7.  / 


MAKTIN  ».  HAUOHAM. 


V 

July 
Charity^  Charitable  Bequest — Cosis. 

TFhtre  a  testator  has  made  a  virtual  dis^ 
position  of  his  property  to.  charitable  puT" 
pases,  and  the  particular  object  cannot  bfi 
defined,  the  Court  will  endeavour  to  carry 
the  intention  into  effect,  by  means  of  a  schewie. 
The  Court  refused  to  give  costs  as  between 
solicitor  and  client,  except  with  consent* 

This  suit  was  instituted  to  establish  the 
will  of  Samuel  Butler,  a  snreeon  at  Lime* 
house.  The  testator  directed  the  whole  of 
his  property,  of  the  value  of  nearly  10,060i., 
to  be  converted  into  cash,  and  invested  in 
the  3  per  cents,  for  ever ;  and  after  giving 
several  annuities,  he  declared  the  plan  of  his 
great  desire  was  to  establish  a  sinking  fund, 
to  begin  with  a  net  income  of  600L  per 
annum ;  and  he  hoped  that  every  five  years 
receipt  of  tjiat  sum  would  produce  an  in-> 
crease  of  income  of  150^.  a-year,  which  he 
directed  to  be  appropriated  by  his  trustees 
for  the  benefit  of  the  charity-schools  of  this 
country,  in  the  manner  he  proceeded  to 
point  out.  He  then  selected  thirteen 
parishes,  which  were  to  be  the  immediate 
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recipients  of  his  bounty :  the  first  of  these 
was  St.  Anne's,  Limehonse,  where  he  first 
drew  tiis  breath;  the  next,  St.  Paul's, 
Covent  Garden,  out  of  respect  to  the  me-> 
mory  of  his  namesake,  the  author  of  Hudi- 
bras,  whose  bones  lay  mouldering  in  that 
churchyard ;  the  third,  to  St.  Mary's,  Sand- 
wich, out  of  love  and  duty  to  his  mother, 
whose  remains  were  deposited  there;  and 
then  followed  ten  other  parishes,  at  the 
eastern  extremity  of  the  metropolis.  After 
giving  them  for  their  motto, — "  Be  just,  and 
fear  not,"  he  left  it  to  his  trustees  to  esta- 
blish in  regular  rotation  the  remaining 
parish  schools  in  the  kingdom,  taking  always 
the  nearest  to  the  last  establishment ;  and  if 
any  dispute  occurred  as  to  the  order  of  selec« 
tion,  it  was  to  be  decided  by  measuring  the 
ground.  He  next  directed,  that,  on  old 
May-day  (which  was  his  birth-day)  in 
every  year,  the  master  of  each  school  should 
select  twelve  pupils,  most  conspicuous  for 
the  excellence  of  their  moral  character  and 
for  writing  the  best  hands,  and  present 
thenif  with  written  specimens  of  their  per- 
formance, to  the  churchwardens,  who  were 
requested  to  admit  them  into  the  vestry, 
or  to  the  communion-table,  if  it  was  not 
considered  an  impropriety  to  make  use  of  the 
sacred  table  for  that  purpose ;  and  in  their 
presence,  to  draw  lots ;  and  the  fortunate 
boy  was  to  be  entitled  to  100/.  sterling, 
wludi  the  trustees  were  to  invest  for  li^ 
benefit,  until  he  attained  twenty-one,  to 
enable  him  to  begin  the  world  with,  in 
order  that  he,  who,  by  the  fostering  hand  of 
society,  being  thus  encouraged,  might  have 
a  dumce  of  proving  himself,  by  God's 
blessing,  a  worthy  member  thereof:  but,  in 
case  the  fortunate  boy  should  die,  or  turn 
out  a  bad  or  unprincipled  character,  the 
100^.  was  then  to  revert  to  the  sinking- 
fund,  or  be  given  away  in  bread  or  coals  to 
the  poor ;  and  on  the  same  day  a  sermon 
was  to  be  preached  by  an  able  clergyman, 
who  was  to  receive  SI.  for  his  extraordinary 
trouble,  and  102.  to  be  appropriated  annu- 
ally, to  establish  a  library,  and  in  purchas- 
ing a  copy  of  Nelson's  '  Fasts  and  Festivals 
of  the  Church,'  and  Jenner's  *  Morals,'  (from 
which  the  testator  himself  had  derived  great 
benefit)  to  be  given  to  each  of  the  twelve 
boys,  by  the  clergyman,  after  the  sermon : 
3/.  was  also  to  be  given  to  the  bell-ringers, 
as  an  encouragement  to  them,  to  give  a 
New  Sesies,  XIII.— Chanc. 


specimen  of  their  best  performance  in  the 
art  of  bell-ringing ;  1/.  to  the  sexton,  for 
hoisting  the  flag ;  and  92.  to  the  secretary 
of  the  Vintners  Company,  for  his  extraor- 
dinary trouble  in  managing  the  business. 
The  testator,  then,  after  disposing  of  the 
remainder  of  the  1502.  per  annum,  proceeded 
to  nominate  his  executors,  requesting  each 
of  them  to  accept  a  silver  covered  cup  or 
tankard,  of  the  value  of  12/.  cash,  to  be 
engraved  with  the  arms  of  the  testator's 
family,  and  the  motto,  "  God  be  my  guide ;" 
and  when  they  had  duly  executed  his  will 
in  the  best  possible  manner,  all  his  property 
was  to  be  assigned  and  made  over  to  the 
master  and  wardens  of  the  Vintners  Com- 
pany, to  be  applied  by  them  to  the  cha- 
ritable purposes  mentioned;  but  the  first 
year's  income,  after  an  establishment  was 
accomplished,  was  to  be  laid  out  in  the  pur- 
chase of  three  gold  cups,  of  the  value  of 
1202.  each,  and  one  tankard,  of  the  value  of 
2402.,  which  was  to  be  engraved  as  the 
silver  cups ;  and  out  of  them,  annually,  the 
master  and  wardens  were  to  drink  health 
and  prosperity  to  the  family  of  Butlers 
throughout  the  world ;  and  further,  "  to  keep 
up  the  spirit  of  the  thing,"  every  fifty  years, 
as  a  jubilee,  6002.  was  to  be  laid  out  in  the 
purchase  of  plate,  for  the  use  of  the  Vint- 
ners Company,  who  were  to  invite  to  their 
festival  on  that  day  the  Earls  of  Cahier  and 
Carrick,  to  whom  the  testator  had  reason  to 
think,  as  the  fieunily  name  was  Butler,  he 
might  be  allied.  The  will  concluded  with 
a  supplication  to  the  Deity,  to  bless  the 
distribution  of  his  property  among  the  poor 
charity-children,  and  make  it  the  means  of 
bringing  many  a  bright  gem  from  obscurity 
and  poverty,  and  converting  the  purse- 
proud  people  of  this  world  to  repentance, 
and  turning  their  pelf  to  the  establishment 
of  the  church  from  pole  to  pole.  He  after- 
wards executed  three  codicils,  and  several 
testamentary  papers,  which  related  only  to 
the  annuities,  except  that,  by  one  of  them 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  added  to  the 
trust,  in  order  that  the  will  might  take 
effect,  and  to  prevent  any  confusion  after 
his  death. 

Mr,  Cooper  and  Mr.  Llojfd,  for  the  next- 
of-kin,  contended,  that  the  whole  scheme 
of  the  charity  was  founded  on  an  impossi- 
bility ;  that  ihe  will  was  altogether  void  for 
uncertainty ;  and  that  the  directions  would 
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fall  within  the  operation  of  the  statutes 
against  accamnlations,  inasmuch  as  the 
period  at  which  the  property  could  he  made 
availahle,  for  the  purposes  of  charity,  might 
he  postponed  for  half  a  century— Cwrtw  v. 
Lukin{l), 

Mr,  Romilhf  and  Mr,  Daniell,  on  hehalf 
of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  said  his  lordship 
would  consent  to  act  as  trustee,  if  the 
Court  should  think  fit.  There  were  two  or 
three  points  in  this  will,  clearly  shewing  an 
intention,  hy  the  testator,  to  devote  his  pro-* 
perty  to  charitahle  purposes ;  and  the  Court 
had  power  to  carry  out  such  an  intention, 
although  the  testator  might  not  have  given 
in  elligihle  directions.  The  principle  upon 
which  the  Court  acted  was,  that  if  it  found 
the  scope  of  a  will  to  he  that  property  should 
he  given  to  charity,  it  would  refer  the  will 
to  &e  Master  to  approve  of  a  scheme.  The 
question  here  was,  whether  or  not  the  par- 
ticular directions  given  hy  this  testator  could 
he  carried  into  effect,  or  whether  it  could  he 
carried  into  effect  cy-pres.  It  was,  no  douht, 
a  continually-accumulating  charity,  hut  that 
would  not  vitiate  the  intention;  the  ex- 
pressed intention  was,  to  provide  a  sinking- 
fund,  for  the  benefit  of  the  charity->childr^ 
of  the  country :  the  first  question  would  be, 
whether  it  was  not  a  charitable  bequest,  and 
if  the  Court  were  satisfied  of  that,  then  what 
was  to  be  the  particular  object  of  the  charity 
— AUomeu  General  v.  the  Bishop  of 
Chester  {2). 

Mr.  Jervis,  for  tiie  Vintners  Company, 
accepted  the  trusts  of  the  will  reposed  in 
them,  and  asked  for  costs. 

Mr.  Simpson  appeared  for  the  annuitants, 
and  asked  for  costs. 

Mr,  Wray^  for  the  Attorney  Gtoeral. 

Mr.  Stuart^  Mr.  Spenee,  Mr.  Heathfield^ 
and  Mr.  PrescoU  White  appeared  for  other 
parties  in  the  cause. 

The  Vice  Chaxcellor. — ^Tlie  general 
impression  on  my  mind  is,  that  the  parti- 
cular mode  in  which  the  testator  meant  the 
benefit  to  be  given  cannot  be  carried  out. 
Yet  the  subject  is  confessedly  of  a  charitable 
nature ;  and  though  it  is  difficult  to  say  the 
particular  objects  may  be  able  to  take  place 
in  the  manner  pointed  out,  yet  it  is  clear 

(1)  5  Bea.  147 ;  s.c.  11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.sO  Chanc 
380. 

(2)  1  Bro.  C.C.  444. 


there  is  a  dievotion  to  chiffitable  pttrpoaes. 
I  think  the  next-of-kin  can  have  no  interest 
whatever.  If  the  testator  has  expressed 
the  intention  to  devote  to  diaritable  par- 
poses,  the  question  is,  whether  it  shall  not 
take  place,  whatever  may  be  the  difficnity 
of  carrying  out  the  particular  objects ;  and 
the  Court  may  carry  that  into  efhct  through 
the  medium  of  some  other  sdieme. 

Mr.  Cooper  asked  for  costs  as  between 
solicitor  and  client. 

The  Vice  Chahcbllor.— It  is  not  the 
custom  of  the  Court  to  give  costs  between 
solicitor  and  client,  except  with  consent. 

Subsequently,  as  Mr,  Wray^  for  the 
Attorney  General,  did  not  object,  the  costs 
were  allowed,  as  between  solicitor  and 
client. 


V 
Jnne 


.C.      \ 
7,22./ 


ELBORNE  V.  GOODE. 


Devise  —  Executory  Devise  —  Statute 
against  Accumulations, 

A  testator  directed  his  property  to  be 
aceumulated  during  the  /tvef  of  nine  perooms 
for  the  benefit  of  all  and  eoery  the  ekikbrem 
of  the  said  nine  persons  which  shoudd  he 
Uving  at  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the 
nine.  Some  of  the  nine  persons  were  etsll 
Imng  at  the  end  of  tweniy-ona  years  :-^ 
Held,  that  this  clause^  which  constiMed  an 
emecuiory  devise  on  the  death  </  certtun 
persons^  with  a  diireetion  to  aeeummkda^ 
must  fail  after  the  period  of  tweniy~one 
years,  and  the  income  must  go  to  the  nexi^f^ 
krn.'-^Heldf  also,  that  the  statute  ayasnsi 
accumulations  applied  only  where  there  was 
a  positive  direction  to  aeeumuiatef  and  was 
not  applicable  to  a  mere  executory  devise^ 
where,  by  operation  of  law,  the  Court  wcmld 
direct  the  funds  to  be  aecumutated. — M'Don- 
ald  V.  Bryce,  (2  Keen,  276  ;  s.  c.  7  Lavs  /, 
Rep.  (if. 8.)  Chanc.  178,)  dissented  ft 


Edward  Croode,  the  testator  in  tiiese 
pleadings,  by  his  will,  dated  the  29th  of 
May  1812,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  his  two 
nephews,  Henry  €k)ode  and  the  Aev.  Am- 
brose Groode,  and  Thomas  Sharpe,  all  his 
leasehold  messuages  or  tenements  in  Cam* 
bridge,  and  also  all  his  ready  money,  monies 
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in  tlie  Ibndfl,  mortgages,  bonds,  notes,  and 
oilier  securities  lor  money,  houa^old  fur- 
niture, goods,  chattels,  personal  estate,  and 
effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  upon 
trust,  to  sell  and   dispose  of  the  same, 
and  invest  the  proceeds  in  manner  therein 
mentioned,  and  pay  theieout  certain  an- 
nuities  and  l^acies    therein  mentioned; 
and   as  to  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  re- 
mainder of   the  dividends,   interest,    and 
produce  of  the  said  trust  monies,  it  was 
the  will  of  the  testator  that  the  same  should 
accumulate  until  the  decease  of  the  survivor 
of  the  annuitants  named  in  his  will,  and  be 
fiom  time  to  time  laid  out  on  government 
or   real    securities,    in   the   same  manner 
with  tbe  like  power  as  the  principal  money 
was  thereby  directed  to  be  placed  out; 
and  he  gave  and  bequeathed  unto  all  and 
every  the '  children  of  his  nine  nephews 
and  nieces  who  were   annuitants  therein- 
before mentioned,  which  should  be  living  at 
the  time  of  his  decease,  or  bom  after  his 
death,  in  the  lifetime  of  his  three  sisters  or 
any  or  either  of  them,  to  the  two  children 
of  his  late  nephew  Edmund  GKx>de,  deceased, 
and  to  Miss  Elizabeth  Styche,  the  sum  of 
100/.  a  piece,  to  be  paid  to  such  of  them 
aa  should  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  within  six  months  after  the  de- 
cease of  either  of  his  said  sisters,  and  to  each 
of  them  as  should  be  under  that  age  when 
that  event  ahould  happen,  when  and  as  soon 
afterwards  as  they  should  req>ectively  attain 
such  age  (but  without  interest  in  the  mean 
time),  in  case  the  principal  of  the  trust 
moniea  should  then  be  sufUciently  large  to 
enable  his  trustees  to  pay  the  same,  after 
making  a  sufficient  reservation  for  the  pay- 
ment of  such  of  the  said  annuities  as  then 
remained  payable,  or  so  soon  after  the  death 
of  any  one  of  his  said  sisters  as  conveni- 
ently might  be;  but  if  any  such  children  or 
the  said  £.  Styche  should  die  before  his, 
her,  or  their  said  legacy  or  legacies  should 
become  payable  as  aforesaid,  without  having 
issue,  the  same  should  lapse  and  be  void. 
And  as  to  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  re- 
mainder of  his  said  trust  monies  and  effects, 
the  said  testator  gave  and  bequeathed  the 
aame  unto  and  amongst  all  and  every  the 
children  of  his  said  nine  nephews  and  nieces 
who  were  annuitants  therein  named,  and  of 
his  late  nephew  E.  Goode,  deceased,  which 
should  be  living  at  the  decease  of  the  sur- 
vivor of  all  the  said  several  annuitants  in 


equal  shares  and  proportions,  or  to  the  issue 
of  any  one  or  more  of  such  children  which 
should  be  then  dead,  and  have  left  issue,  such 
issue  to  take  only  between  or  amongst  them 
the  share  or  shares  which  his,  her,  or  their 
parent  would  have  been  entitled  to,  if  living, 
the  shares,  as  well  of  such  children  then 
living  as  of  the  issue  of  any  deceased  child 
or  children,  to  be  paid  to  them  respectively, 
with  all  convenient  speed  after  the  death  of 
such  surviving  annuitant,  and  in  case  any 
or  either  of  them  should  be  then  under  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  the  share  or  shares 
of  such  minors  should  be  paid  into  the  hands 
of  their  respective  guardian  or  guardians  for 
their  own  use  and  benefit,  whose  receipt 
should  be  sufficient  discharges  for  the  same. 
Some  of  the  annuitants  were  still  living, 
and  some  had  died,  leaving  issue,  and  the 
period  during  which  the  accumulations  were 
directed  to  be  made,  having  now  exceeded 
twenty-one  years,  a  question  arose,  whether 
the  persons  entided  to  the  residue  or  the 
next-of-kin  were  entitled  to  take  the  interest 
of  such  accumulations.  The  issue  of  the 
deceased  annuitants  also  claimed  a  share. 

Mr.  BeikeU,  Mr.  Stuart,  Mr.  Wood, 
Mr.  Piggott,  Mr.  Lowndes,  Mr.  Pitman, 
and  Mr.  Ccllyer  appeared  for  the  residuary 
legatees;  and  cited— 

Oriffiths  V.  Fere,  9  Yes.  127,  and 
Jarman  on  Willi,  voL  1,  p.  264. 

Mr.  Walker,  Mr.  Kjsnyon  Parker,  Mr. 
Lovat,  Mr.  Teed,  Mr.  Beevor,  and  Mr. 
Collins,  appeared  for  the  next-of-kin,  and 
dted—* 

Crawley  v.  Crawley,  7  Sim.  427 ;  s.  c.  4 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  265. 
O'NeiU  V.  Lucas,  2  Keen,  313. 
Prufe  v./boAs,  2  Beav.  430;  s.  c.9Law 

J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  234, 
M' Donald  v.  Bryce,  2  Keen,  276;  s.  c. 

7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  173. 
Eyre  v.  Marsden,  2  Keen,  564 ;  s.  c.  7 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.8.)  Chanc.  220. 
Evans  v.  HeUier,  5  CI.  &  Fin.  114. 
Trickey  v.  Trickey,  3  MyL  &  K.  560. 

The  VicJB  Chancellor. — In  this  case, 
it  seems  to  me  to  have  come  on  in  a  man- 
ner that  was  not  very  profitable  to  the 
parties,  in  this  sense : — when  it  first  came 
on,  upon  the  last  short  cause  day,  last  term, 
and  before  the  case  was  at  all  discussed,  and 
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\ftfoTe  I  Irad  tL  very  tle&f  tioUon  of  what  the 
case  was,  questions  arose  about  the  inter* 
ests  which  the  different  counsel  had  to 
sustain,  and,  as  I  recollect  it,  some  of  the 
counsel  were  so  clothed  with  the  duty  of 
defending  conflicting  interests,  that  they  had 
not  time  to  elect  what  course  they  would 
take ;  and  so  the  cause  stood  over  until 
the  first  short  cause  day  in  the  sittings  after 
term,  and  then  l^e  matter  proceeded  to  be 
discussed,  as  I  understood  it,  on  the  suppo^ 
sition  that  this  was  the  case,  namely,  that 
there  was  an  executory  devise  of  such  a 
nature  as  that  it' would,  according  to  the 
cases  of  Stephens  r.  Stephens  (2),  and 
Gibson  v.  Rogers  (2),  of  themselvea,  inde- 
pendently of  any  question  upon  the  late 
statute  preventing  accumulations,  carry  all 
the  rents  and  profits  to  that  person  or  those 
persons  who  m%ht  answer  the  character  of 
the  intended  executory  devisees;  and  the 
matter  was  argued  as  if  the  question  really 
was,  whether  the  view  of  the  statute  which 
has  been  taken  by  my  Lord  Eldon,  in  the 
case  of  Griffiths  v.  Vere^  should  prevail,  or 
whether  that  view  should  prevail  whidi  was 
adopted  in  the  decision  by  Lord  Langdale, 
in  the  case  of  M*Donald  v.  Btyee.  I  was 
very  much  struck  with  the  argument  on 
both  sides,  and  without  in  the  first  instance 
particularly  considering  what  the  case  reaDy 
was,  I  turned  my  attention  to  the  conside- 
ration of  what  would  be  the  law,  upon  the 
supposition  that  the  case  was  such  as  I  sup- 
posed it  then  to  be.  If  it  had  been  stated 
at  once  that  there  vras  a  mere  devise  of  the 
residue  in  a  given  manner,  with  a  direc- 
tion that  an  accumulation  should  be  made 
during  the  lives  of  several  peivons  named  as 
annuitants,  and  that  then  the  bulk  of  the 
property  was  to  be  given,  lifter  payment  of 
certain  legacies  which  do  not  affect  the 
question,  to  certain  persons  who  should  be 
survivors  at  the  death  of  all  the  annuitants, 
there  really  would  have  been  no  doubt 
at  all ;  because,  in  that  case,  the  testator 
having  made  a  direction  to  accumulate,  after 
the  direction  in  Griffiths  v.  Vere^  which  was 
followed  by  Lengdon  v*  Simson  (3),  and  by 
several  other  eases  quoted  on  this  subject, 
and  the  case  of  M* Donald  v.  Bryce,  which 
does  not  affect  that  question,  no  doubt  the 
accumulation  would  be  good  for  the  time 

(1)  Cas.  temp.  Talbot,  228. 

(2)  Amb.  98. 

(3)  12  Vm.  29d. 


allowed)  thftt  la,  die'termf  of  tweiit3r^«fiiic 
years,  aoeovding  to 4fae  cases;  and  would  as 
to  all  iheaurpiuf  time  be-^roid,  and  «roiiM 
go  to  the  persona  whowould  tidu^  if  tt-wcro 
real  estate  to  the  hesi^atilsw,  and  if  it  ««• 
penonal  estate  to  tbe  TunKXHofMn^  On  akat 
diere  would  be  no  doubt,  and  that,  atrieliy 
speaking,  would  be  a  short  canaa,  ainoe  th^ 
statement  of  the  case  would  necenufly  haw 
produced  that  dedsion ;  but  it  ceitBdnly  vaas 
argued  before  me  on  the  auppositicm  Unt 
there  was  a  mere  executory  devise,  and  beaug 
an  executory  devise  of  the  seaidne,  iamroiild, 
according  to  the  two  cases  which  I  kave 
mendoned,  indcpendcmtly  of  the  staiote, 
have  carried  all  the  intennediaie  resita  and 
profits  which  would  have  aocmed  until  the 
time  arose  when  the  charsBter  of  thoae  wiio 
were  to  take  as  executory  dennaeea  would 
be  determined ;  and  them  the  question  would 
be,  whether  the  atatuteitsdf  haa  been  fnaued 
in  such  words  aa  to  affect  that  case«  So 
much  was  said  about  this,  and  I  have  'Con- 
sidered it  so  much,  that  aldiough  it  is  not 
necessary  for  the  dedsion  in  t^  cause,  it 
may  be  worth  while  to  state  what  my  opi- 
nion is. 

It  is  remarkable  on  the  atatnte  itself  (4), 
that  it  begins  with  thos  atatenaent :  •— 
"  Whereas  it  is  expedient  diat  all  disposi- 
tions of  real  or  personal  estates,  wheceby  the 
profits  and  produce  thereof  are  directcsd  to 
be  accumulated,  and  the  beneficial  enjoy- 
ment thereof  is  poa^nmed,  should  be  made 
aubject  to  the  restrictions  hereinafter  con- 
tained." It  is  then  enacted,  **  That  noperaon 
or  persons  shall,  after  the  passing  of  this  act, 
by  any  deed  or  deeds,  surrender  or  sumsi- 
ders,  will,  codidl,  or  otherwise  howsoever, 
setde  or  dimose  of  any  real  or  personal  pio- 
perty  so  and  in  such  manner  that  die  rents, 
issues,  profits  or  produce  thereof,  shdl  be 
wholly  or  partially  accumulated  for  any 
longer  term  than  the  lives  of  certain  persons, 
or  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  ftom  tiie 
death  of  any  such  grantor,"  and  so  on,  ^  or 
during  the  minority  of  any  person  to  take,  or 
during  the  minority  or  respective  minorities 
only  of  any  person  or  persons  who,  under  the 
uses  or  trusts  of  the  deed,  surrender,^  will,  or 
other  assurances  directing  such  aoeamida- 
dons,  would  for  the  time  being,  if  of  full  age, 
be  entitled  unto  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits." 
Then,  the  statute  having  said  that  no  petson 

(4)  39  it  40  Osob  S.  c.  98. 
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shall  do  this  thing,  8a]rs»  ^*  And  in  every 
case  wfaefie  any  aeoumnlation  shall  be  di« 
tacsted  othervise  than  as  afozesaid,  such 
dmcfiioii  shall  be  anil  and  void,  and  the 
faate»  isBoea^  pmftts*  and  pcoduoe  of.  sueh 
property  ao  dQieeted  to  be  acoimralated 
shaily  so  long  as  the  sanoe  shall  be  direeted 
to  be  aceamulatedy  contrary  to  the  porovi* 
aknts  of  tins  aet»  go  to  and  be  reserred  by 
Bueh  penoa  or  persons  as  would  have  been 
entitled  thereto  if  sudi  accumulation  had 
not  been  directed."  Now  there  certainly 
is  a  most  copious  use  of  the  words  '^direc* 
tion"  and  **  direct ;"  and  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  language  of  the  act  expressly  applies  to 
the  case,  and  the  caae  only,  where  there  is  a 
direction  to  accumulate,  and  that  upon  the 
face  fii  the  statute  it  does  not  apply  to  the 
case  of  a  mere  naked  executory  devise ;  for 
by  operation  of  law,  without  any  direction 
from  the  testator,  this  Court  would  direct 
the  profits  to  be  accumulated. 

Now,  it  is  very  remarkable,  that  when 
Lord  £idon  speaks  of  this  case,  in  the 
caae  of  Griffiths  v«  Veret  he  says,  (5)  "  As 
to  the  analogy  between  executory  devise 
and  the  law  to  be  considered  laid  down  by 
this  act,  if  the  act  itself  does  not  prescribe 
what  18  to  be  the  effect  of  the  direction, 
the  analogy  may  be  resorted  to,  in  order^  to 
determine  the  effect;  but  if  the  act  has 
itself  said  what  is  to  be  the  effect,  you  can- 
not upon  analogy  go  farther  than  to  apply 
it,  as  hr  as  the  directing  words  of  the  act 
will  allow."  And  then,  he  says  (6),  *'  The 
difficulty  was  put  strongly,  supposing  the 
life  of  the  husband  should  happen  to  endure 
lor  more  than  twenty-one  years,  what  is 
to  become  of  the  profits  accumulated  at 
the  end  of  twenty-one  years?"  Then, 
he  says,  **  The  very  same  difficulty  might 
occur  upon  a  will  precisely  in  the  terms  of 
the  act,  as  upon  this  will.  For  instance,  sup- 
pose the  testator  had  an  infiint  son  a  year 
old,  and  a  brother,  and  that  he  expressly 
directed  accumulation  for  twenty-one  years, 
and,  subject  to  that,  gave  the  estate  to  his 
eldest  son,  and  after  the  decease  of  his 
eldeat  son,  to  the  eldest  son  of  his  brother : 
suppose  the  will  contained  a  direction  that 
the  property  so  accumulated,  under  a  direc- 
tion admitted  to  be  legal,  should  go  to  the 
person  who,  under  those  limitations,  was  to 
take  the  estote,  it  is  clear,  though  the  direc- 

(5)  9  Ves.  134. 

(6)  Ibid.  186. 


tion  to  accumulate  is  only  for  twenty-one 
years,  yet,  under  the  combined  effect  of  the 
direction  and  the  law,  diere  might  be  an 
accumulation  lor  forty  years ;  for  if  the  son 
lived  tOl  just  about  ^e  end  of  the  first 
twenty  years,  and  then  died,  and  the  brother 
had  a  son  about  a  week  old,  and  by  his 
will  he  had  provided  a  maint^ance  for  his 
own  son,  under  the  direction  of  the  law,  that 
accumulation  must  during  the  minority  of 
that  son  accumulate  in  this  court*  It  is 
clear,  then,  he  would  take  the  accumulation 
of  forty  years."  Now,  it  is  observable  with 
respect  to  that  case,  that  Lord  Eldon  is  put- 
ting a  question  totally  distinct  from  the 
present,  because  he  is  putting  the  case  of  a 
devise  to  one  party,  with  a  direction  to  accu* 
mulate,  and  then  a  simple  devise  to  another ; 
aaid  my  Lord  Eldon  there  supposes,  that 
being  the  case,  that  the  statote  did  not  at 
all  intend  to  interfere  with  the  accumulation, 
which  would  only  be  directed  by  operation 
of  law ;  and  it  struck  me  in  reaJuig  as  well 
as  I  could  the  di&rent  cases  that  have  fol- 
lowed on  the  subject,  that,  notwithstanding 
my  Lord  Langdide's  decision  in  the  case  of 
McDonald  v.  Bryce^  he  has  himself  given 
a  very  plain  rule,  in  the  lang;uage  which  is 
ascribed  to  him  in  the  caae  of  Eyre  v. 
ilfar<iea(7),  because  the  language  that  is 
there  found  is  this:  "The  statu,te»  as  it 
appears  to  me,  was  not  intended  to  operate, 
and  does  not  operate  to  alter  any  disposition 
made  by  the  testator,  except  his  direction 
to  accumulate.  Striking  that  out,  every- 
thing else  is  left  as  before  ;  and  all  the  other 
directions  of  the  will  as  to  the  time  of  pay- 
ment or  any  contingencies,  are  to  take  dSfect 
according  to  the  true  oonstruction  of  the 
will,  unidtered  by  the  effect  of  the  statute." 
Now,  if  you  apply  that  language  of  Lord 
Langdale  to  a  case  in  which  no  direction 
for  accumulation  is  made,  but  there  is  an 
executory  devise  in  such  a  case  by  the  ope- 
ration of  law,  the  rente  and  profito  inter- 
mediately accruing  would  be  preserved  by 
way  of  accumulation  for  the  person  ulti- 
mately taking  under  the  executory  devise. 
Where  there  is  nothing  to  strike  out  in 
the  way  of  direction,  you  cannot  strike 
out  the  direction  unless  you  strike  out 
the  devise,  and  the  direction,  therefore,  must 
be  considered  as  a  separate  thing  from  the 
devise ;  and  it  really  appears  to  me,  that  if 

(7)  2  Keen,  574j  8.o.  7  Law  J.   R«p.  (n.s.) 
Chanc.  224. 
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ever  the  case  should  arise,  such  as  actually 
did  arise  in  McDonald  v.  Bryce^  it  would 
deserve  very  serious  consideration,  whether, 
considering  the  language  of  Lord  Langdale 
himself,  in  the  case  of  Eyre  v.  Marsden^ 
and  what  my  Lord  Eldon  has  put  hy  way 
of  hypothetical  view  of  a  possible  case,  in 
Griffiths  V.  Vere^  the  decision  in  McDonald 
V.  Bryce  could  be  sustained. 

But  after  having  considered  all  these 
cases  and  the  statute  as  well  as  I  could, 
it  certainly  occurred  to  roe  that  I  must 
then  consider  what  was  the  ease  actually 
before  me ;  and  on  looking  at  the  bill  I  find 
that  this  question,  which  was  argued  upon 
the  doctrine  in  Griffiths  v.  Vere  and  M^Do" 
ndld  V.  Bryeef  does  not  arise;  because, 
as  I  understand  it,  this  most  wordy  tes- 
tator having  begun  with  a  devise  of  all 
his  personal  property  and  leaseholds,  mes- 
suages, and  so  on,  and  all  his  personal 
estate,  and  having  given  a  direction  to  sell 
and  invest,  and  having  directed  that  all  the 
rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  his  per- 
wmvl  estate  and  effects,  should  be  from 
time  to  time  laid  out  on  government  or  real 
securities,  and  having  then  given  a  great 
variety  of  legacies,  he  gives  several  annui- 
ties besides.  Then  he  proceeds  to  dispose 
of  what  he  ealb  the  residue,  that  is,  after 
there  had  been  divers  payments  and  deduo-^ 
tions  made  out  of  the  residue.  Then  he 
directs :  **  And  as  to  all'  the  fest,  residue, 
and  remainder  of  the  drndends,  iiiterest,  and 
produce  of  the  said  trust  Bdonies,  after  pay- 
ment of  the  said  several  annuities,  until  they 
shall  respectively  determine,  it  is  my  wifl 
that  the  same  shall  aocmnvlate  tmtil  the 
decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,- the  said 
several  annuitants.**  There  is  ther^fbre  an 
express  direction  that  thethingshall  acoonu- 
late  during  the  lives  of  the  several  annottantSi 
that  is,  until  the  time  should  happen  when 
the  penon  to  take  as  execirtOTy  devisee 
should  be  detemiined,  because  be  then  pro- 
ceeds to  make  further  gifts  of  money  to 
various  persons;  and  then  he  says  t  *' I  give 
and  bequeath  unto  all  and  every  the  cliMren 
of  my  said  nine  nephewe  and  'sieoes,  mhef 
are  annuitants  hereinbefore  named,  whieh 
shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  my  decease, 
or  born  after  my  death,  in  the  lifetime  of 
my  said  three  sisters,  or  any  or  either  of 
them"— -mentioning  them,  certain  sums :  and 
then  there  comes  this : — '*  And  as  toaU  the 
rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  the  said  trust 


monies  and  efibcts,  I  give  and  bequeath  the 
same  unto  and  among  all  and  every  die 
children  of  my  said  nine  nephews  and 
nieces  who  ate  annuitants  hereinbefore 
named,  and  of  my  said  late  nephew,  £d^ 
mund  Groode,  deceased,  which  shall  be  living 
at  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  all  the  said 
annuitants."  So  that  really  on  the  will, 
when  I  came  to  read  it  over  leasorely,  it 
seems  that  it  is  nothing  more  than  the  oidi- 
nary  case  of  a  person  making  an  executory 
devise,  to  take  effect  after  the  death  of  nine 
severed  persons,  and  directing  that  during 
the  lives  of  all  those  persons  there  shall  be 
an  accumulation.  Then  the  law  is  clear, 
the  statute  intervenes,  and  euts  it  down  to 
the  term  of  twenty-one  years  ;  and  on  die 
express  authority  of  the  statute,  as  adopted 
by  a  great  variety  of  decisions,  which  it  is 
now  too  late  to  controvert,  although  I  do 
recollect  perfectly  well  that  when  tiie  ease 
of  Longdon  v.  Simson  came  on,  it  was  at- 
tempted to  aigoe  againtt  the  decision  in 
Griffiths  V.  Fere,  but  in  vain — it  is  now 
quite  setded ;  and  therefore  I  conceive  diat 
fdl  I  can  do  in  this  case,  whieh  appears  to 
me  to  be  perfecdy  {dain,  is  to  say,  that  all 
the  accumulations  beyond  the  twenty-one 
years,  must  go  to  the  parties  who  would  be 
the  next-of-kin* 

Costs  to  be  apportioned. 


.}  »• 


My  M.  I      ^'^^^'^  ^'^  ^»^=^- 

Evidence —  Certijicate  from  a  Romish 
priests 

'  A  csrtijieate  of  bapHsm  firm  a  Ramem 
Ckttkolio  ^hapeli  signed  hy  thm  priesi,  is  nai 
good  evidence* 

This  was  a  petition  fior  the  pa3rnie&t  out 
of  eonrt  of  a  sum  of  money  to  the  pkondff, 
upon  his  attainiiig  the  age  of  twen^nme 
years,  under  die  fiaUowing  bequest  in  the 
will  of  the  Countess  de  Trout:— '* All  the 
money  funded  by  the  late  Thomas  Boswril, 
Ssq.,  in  my  name  in  the  long  annuities,  60i. 
per  annum,  I  give  to  my  godson,  Charles, 
the  son  of  Count  D'AgKe,  the  Sardiiian 
Ambassador  at  this  court,  after  the  deeease 
of  my  sister  Mrs.  Neve."  The  evidenee  of 
the  death  of  Mrs.  Neve  was  an  extract  from 
the  register  of  a  Roman  Catholic  chapel,  and 
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a]fl#  a  ffflrtjfiirate  from  the  ragitlmr  general : 
but  the  only  eTidenoe  that  Charles  D'Aglio 
attuned  hift  majority  was  the  copy  (in  Latin) 
of  the  r^^ter  of  his  baptism,  at  the  chapel 
of  the  Sardinian  Arobassadcur  in  Lcxidon* 
There  was  aUo  an  affidavit,  that  the  deponent 
had  compared  this  extract  with  the  register, 
and  a  certificate  of  the  identity. 

Mr.  De  Gex  appeared  in  support  of  the 
petition. 

The  Vies  Ch  ANCBixoB  said,  the  certificate 
from  the  r^strar  general's  office  was  good 
evidence  of  the  death  of  Mrs.  Neve,  but  he 
could  not  admit  the  entry  at  the  Roman  Ca« 
thoUo  chapel  aa  evidence  of  the  baptism  of 
the  petitioner. 

Mr,  De  Qea  subsequently  produced  to 
the  Court  a  certificate  from  the  uncle  of  the 
petitioaer,  stating  that  he  had  known  the 
petitioner  aU  his  life,  and  that  he  had  at- 
tained the  age  of  twenty-one  last  December* 

The  Vice  Chjjiosllor  said,  that  waa 
sufilcient  evidence. 


K.  Brucr 
Julys 


,V.C.\ 
3.        / 


attorney  general  v. 

SBVERNB. 


Baron  and  Fem&^'-Marriage  Aei — Evi^ 
denee — InUrro^toriea. 

An  infomuaion  was  JUed  under  the  Mar- 
riage  Ad  (4  Geo.  4.  c.  76.),  and  some 
evidence  adduced  in  support  of  it,  whichf  at 
the  hearing,  was  deemed  insufficient  by  the 
Court.  Liberty  was  yhfen  to  the  relator  to 
emkibit  interrogatories  for  the  pmrpose  ofmd* 
dueing  additional  evidence. 

Such  an  information  wUl  lie,  and  a  de* 
eree  may  he  made  on  it,  aMmugh  the  party 
'*  mot  ofending"  has  not  any  property  in  pos*- 
session,  remainderf  reversion,  or  aoniingeney.; 

Such  an  ii^ormation  witt  Ue  at  the  relation 
of  the  guardians  of  a  husband,  who  has  no 
property  in  possession,  remainder,  reveraiom, 
or  expectancy,  against  a  wife  being  the  offend* 
img  party. 

One  of  the  parties  to  the  marriage  who 
smears  that  the  other  party  is  of  age,  he  or 
she  knowing  the  contrary,  isaparty  **falu1y 
swearing"  within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 


This  was  an  information  filed  by  the 
Attorney  Qeneral  at  the  relation  of  Mrs* 
Seveme,  the  mother  and  guardian  of  the  de- 
Handant  Thomas  Seveme,  under  the  Mar- 
riage Act  (4  Geo.  4.  c.  76.  s.  23). 

The  iniformation  stated,  that  Francis 
Seveme  by  his  will  bequeathed  all  his  pro- 
perty to  trustees,  upon  trust  for  all  and  every 
his  child  and  children,  who  should  live  to 
attain  twenty-one,  to  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween them  ;  and  appointed  his  widow,  the 
relator  Mrs.  Seveme,  to  be  the  guardian  of 
hia  children ;  that  the  testator  died  leaving 
several  children,  of  whom  the  defendant 
Thomas  Seveme  was  one ;  that  T.  Seveme 
waa  then  an  in&nt,  and  that  T.  Seveme 
would,  in  the  event  of  his  attaining  twenty- 
one,  be  entitled,  under  this  wUl,  to  a  fortune 
of  about  6,000L 

The  information  went  on  to  state,  that  on 
the  18th  of  October  1842,  the  other  defen- 
dant, Mary  Ann  Seveme,  the  wife  of  the 
defendant  T.  Seveme,  then  Mary  Ann  Cro-« 
comb,  by  means  of  an  affidavit  swom  by  her, 
in  which  she  stated  thatT.  Seveme  was  up- 
wards of  twenty 'One,  procured  a  licence  to 
be  granted  by  Mr.  Almond,  a  surrogate  at 
Notdngham,  and  that  on  the  same  18th  of 
October,  T.  Seveme  and  M.  A»  Crocomb 
were  married  by  licence  by  the  same  Mr* 
Almond  at  Nottingham*^ 

The  information  went  on  to  state,  that 
at  the  time  of  the  marriage  the  deiendantT* 
Seveme  was  under  age,  and  only  about  six- 
teen  yeacs  old,  and  that  tiie  marriage  took 
e£fect  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
tilie  relator. 

The  infonnation  stated,  in  general  terms^ 
thai*  "  at  the  time  the  above-mentioned 
affidavit  wmi  made,  the  defendant,  M«  A. 
Seveme,  knew  that  T.  Sememe  was  undev 
age,  and  falsely,  wilfully,  and  knowin^y 
swore  that  he  was  above  age,"  but  the  \n^ 
formation  did  not  enter  into  any  particu- 
lars»  Off  put  in  issue  $ay  ^^edfic  focts  or 
circumstances. 

The  information  pmyed  that  it  might  be 
deebxed,  that  M.  A.  Seveme,  having  of- 
fended as  aforesaid,  had  forfeited  all  estate, 
light,  title,  and  interest  in  any  property 
which  had  accrued  or  should  accrae  to  hec 
by  force  of  the  said  marriage ;  and  that  all 
proper  directions  might  be  given  by  the 
Court  for  securing  all  such  estate,  right,  title, 
and  interest  for  the  benefit  of  T.  Seveme 
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and  the  issue  of  the  said  marriage,  or  some 
of  them,  in  such  manner  as  the  Court  should 
think  fit,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the 
said  M.  A.  Seveme  from  having  any  interest 
in  any  real  or  personal  estate,  or  any  pecu- 
niary benefit  fix)m  the  same  marriage. 

The  defendants,  being  both  infants,  put  in 
the  usual  infant's  answer. 

The  evidence,  as  to  the  false  swearing, 
consisted  of,  first,  an  examined  copy  of  an 
affidavit  in  the  Archdeaconry  Court  of  Not- 
tingham, signed  Mary  Ann  Crocomb,  in 
which  the  deponent  stated,  "  that  she  was 
twenty-one,  and  a  spinster ;  that  she  intended 
to  marry  T.  Seveme,  and  that  T.  Seveme 
was  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  and  up- 
wards, and  a  bachelor,  and  that  she  believed 
there  was  no  impediment  of  kindred  or  alli- 
ance, or  of  any  other  lawful  cause,  nor  any 
suit  commenced  in  any  ecclesiastical  court 
to  bar  or  hinder  the  proceeding  of  the  said 
matrimony  ;"  and  secondly,  the  evidence  of 
one  Mrs.  Faulkner,  which  was  as  follows ; 
**  Mary  Ann  Crocomb  resided  at  my  house 
some  time  before  the  marriage.  She  went 
to  Nottingham  for  the  purpose  of  procuring 
the  licence,  and  before  she  went  to  Notting- 
ham she  knew  that  T.  Seveme  was  under 
twenty-one.  The  reason  of  my  believing 
that  M.  A.  Crocomb  so  knew  is,  that  I  have 
heard  T.  Seveme  say  so  several  times  in 
the  presence  and  hearing  of  M.  A.  Crocomb, 
and  in  particular  I  heard  on  one  occasion 
T.  Seveme  tell  M.  A.  Crocomb  that  he  was 
eighteen,  and  that  she  replied  that  she  was 
only  nineteen." 

The  clauses  of  the  act  (4  Geo.  4.  c.  76.) 
having  reference  to  the  question,  are  as 
follows : — By  sect.  14.  it  is  enacted,  that 
"before  any  licence  shall  be  granted  one 
of  the  parties  shall  personally  swear  be- 
fore the  surrogate  that  he  or  ihe  believeth 
that  there  is  no  impediment  of  kindred  or 
alliance,  or  of  any  other  lawful  cause,  nor 
any  suit  commenced  in  any  ecclesiastical 
court,  to  bar  or  hinder  the  proceeding  of  the 
said  matrimony  according  to  the  tenor  of  the 
said  licence ;  and,  where  either  of  the  parties 
shall  be  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
that  the  consent  of  the  person  whose  consent 
is  required  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  has 
been  obtained  thereto." 

This  person,  by  the  16th  section,  in  the 
events  that  happened,  was  the  relator. 

By  the  23rd  section  it  is  enacted,  "  that,  if 


any  valid  marriage  solemniaed  by  Uoence 
shall  be  procured  by  a  party  to  such  inar^ 
riage  to  be  solemnized  between  peraons,  0110 
or  both  of  whom  shall  be  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  by  means  of  such  ^taty 
fidsely  swearing  as  to  any  matter  or  matters 
to  which  such  party  is  hereinbefore  reqniied 
personally  to  swear,  such  party  wilftiUy  and 
knowingly  so  swearing,  then  it  shtdl  be 
lawful  by  information,  at  the  relation  of  a 
parent  or  guardian  of  the  minor  whoee  con- 
sent has  not  been  given  to  such  maniagey 
to  sue  for  a  forfeiture  of  all  estate,  zighit, 
title,  and  interest  in  any  property  which  hath 
accmed  or  shall  accrae  to  the  party  so  of* 
fending  by  force  of  such  marriage ;"  and  k 
is  directed  that  the  Court  shall  order  such 
property  to  be  settled  for  the  benefit  of  the 
party  not  offending  or  the  issue  of  the  nuur- 
xiage. 

By  the  25di  section,  it  is  enacted,  that  any 
such  information  must  be  filed  within  one 
year  after  the  solemnization  of  the  mania^. 

Mr,  Russell  and  Mr,  Smjfihe,  for  the 
relator,  dted  The  AUomey  General  ▼• 
MuUay{l). 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  W.  T.  S.  DanieU^ 
for  the  defendants.— As  this  act  creates  a 
forfeiture,  and  inflicts  a  penalty'on  parties, 
and  is  in  the  nature  of  a  penal  statute,  the 
defendants  have  a  right  to  require  that  it  shall 
be  very  strictly  construed,  and  that  the  in- 
formation shall  be  at  once  dismisaed  if  there 
be  no  evidence,  or  if  it  be  supported  only  by 
weak  or  incondusive  evidence. 

Brownsword  v.  Edwards^  2  Yes.  sen.  243. 

Martin  v.  Milchell,  2  Jac  &  Walk.  413; 

The  King  v.  Foster,  Rnss.  &  Ry.  C.C. 
459. 

The  King  v.  Jacobs,  Car.  C.L.  255. 

The  Attorney  General  v.  Lueas,  2  Hare, 
566;  S.C.  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.b.)  Chanc. 
506. 
First,  as  to  the  evidence  adduced.  There  is 
no  evidence  that  the  affidavit  was  made  and 
signed  by  the  defendant  Mary  Ann  Seveme. 
It  may  be,  for  anything  that  appears  here, 
that  some  person,  not  Mary  Ann  Crocomb, 
but  assuming  her  name,  was  the  person  who 
appeared  before  the  surrogate  and  made  and 
signed  the  affidavit.  There  is  no  proof  at 
all  of  the  identity  of  the  person  signing  the 
affidavit  with  the  defendant.  Again,  even 
if  the  defendant  made  the  affidavit,  there  Is 

(1)  4  RttBi.  329. 
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no  evidence  on  wliicli  fhe  Court  can  act, 
timt  she  fdlsel^  «wor^  thnt  Thomas  Severne 
wa«  fHMter  age,  "wSlfblly  and  knowingly  so 
erweaiing.  All  the  eriddice  is  contained  m 
^ff^ersations  wMch  the  defendant  has  had 
no  opportunity  of  contradietihg ;  they  not 
having  heen  put  in  issue  in  the  pleadings. 
Secondly,  this  case  does  not  come  within 
the  act.  Here  the  defendant  Thomas  Severne 
ha«  no  property  on  which  the  statute  can 
act ;  Ibr,  if  he  dies  under  twenty- one,  he 
wHl  hot  be  entililed  to  any  interest  under 
bis  lathei'a  will .  A  gain,  there  is  no  property 
brfonging  to  a  husband  which  can  answer 
to  th«  description  of  property  which  would 
*aecrue  to  a  wife  by  force  of  the  marriage." 
Again,  the  14th  section  requires  a  party  to 
sweat  as  to  certain  specified  matters ;  and 
tiie  '  age  of  9:  party  is  not  one  of  theso 
matters.  Hence,  even  if  Mary  Ann  Seveme* 
d5A  swear,  and  did  falsely  swear  as  to  the  age 
of  Thomas  Seveme,  such  oath  is  immaterial 
as  fkr  as  this  information  is  concerned. 
Mr,  SmytJte,  in  reply. 

Knight  Bruc^,  V.C. — When  evidence 
to  a-  certain  eittent  is  given  in  support  of  a 
bill  or  Information,  which,  in  the  view  of  the 
Court  at  tfie  hearing,  is  not  considered  sufil-' 
cient,  and  the  Court  sees  that  either  there 
is  s  ftioitkl  certainty  or  a  reasonable  proba- 
WHty  that  further  evidence  can  or  may  be 
adduced,  flie  Court  has  a  discretion,  a  judi- 
cial discretion,  to  be  exercised  upon  a 
due  consideration  of  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  whether  it  shall  or  shall  not 
afibrd  an  opportunity  to  a  party  to  coui- 
plete  his  case  by  adding  to  the  evidence 
already  produced.  The  point  here  is,  whe- 
ther a  marriage  between  the  defendants 
was  procured  by  the  female  defendant  by 
means  of  her  making  an  affidavit  before  the 
marriage,  that  on  a  particular  day -Thomas. 
Seveme  was  not  a  minor,  she  knowing  that 
he  was  a  minor.  It  cannot  be  said  here 
that  there  is  no  evidence.  A  marriage  by 
licence  took  efieet  between  these  parties. 
This  marriage  could  not  have  taken  effect ' 
without  an  affidavit  by  one  of  the  defendants. 
There  is  no  proof  or  suggestion  that  there 
was  any  affidavit  but  one ;  and  a  paper 
is  produced  from  the  registry  court  of  the 
Archdeacon  of  Nottingham,  purporting  to  be 
the  affidavit  of  the  woman,  made  with  a  view 
to  this  marriage.  There  is,  however,  no 
New  Series,  XIIL—Chanc. 


evidencie  of  identity.     Under  ordinary  cir- 
cumstances, however,  the  legal  probability, 
to  say  no  more,  is,  that  the  affidavit  is  made 
by  the  party  by  whom  it  purports  to  be  made. 
This  affidavit  was  made  on  the  1 8th  of  Oc- 
tober 1842,  and  on  the  same  day  they  were 
married  by  licence  by  the  surrogate,  who 
granted  the  licence.     Considering  then  the 
depository  from  which  the  affidavit  comes, 
considering  that  there  is  no  suggestion  of 
any  other  affidavit,  and  the  other  circum- 
stances, it  is  impossible  to  say  that  there  is  not 
some  evidence  that  this  affidavit  was  made  by 
the  woman,    Had  these  persons  been  adults, 
and  had  the  question  been  one  purely  of  a 
civil  nature,  without  any  admixture  of  cri- 
minality, I  should  have  held  this  evidence, 
to  be  exceedingly  strong. 
•  It  is  then  said  that  there  is  no  evidence 
that  she  knew  the   contrary.      There  is, 
however,  evidence  that  she  did  know  the 
contrary,   consisting  of  a   conversation  in 
her  presence,  which  is  not  put  in  issue,' 
This  docs  not  form  a  ground  for  rejecting 
it,  but  for  not  holding  the  parties  bound 
by  it,  without  giving  them  an  opportunity^ 
of  disproving  it.     Considering  that  this  in-! 
formation  has  been   filed   £bx   the  purpose 
of  obtaining    an    object    deemed  by .  the . 
legislature  to  be  conducive   to  the  public  i 
benefit,  and  that  It  has  for  its  object  a  public 
duty  of  a  beneficial  nature ;  and  considering 
that  no  information  can  ijow  be  filed,  because' 
more  than  a  year  has  elapsed  srince  the  mar- 
riage took  place,  and' that.  If  this  fails,  the' 
intention  of  the  legislature  would  be  defeated, ' 
r  must  say  that,  if  this  case  is  within  the  act, , 
it  would  be  a  miscarriage  on  my  part  if  I 
were  to  refuse  an  opportunity  of  adducing, 
additional  evidence. 

Then,  it  is  said,  that  this  case  is  not 
within  the  act,  because  the  husband  has 
no  property  in  possession,  and  will  lose 
everything  if  he  dies  under  twenty- one. 
The  case  cannot  be'  put'  str6nger  than  by 
supposing  he  has  no  property  in  posses- 
sion, remainder,  reversion,  or  contingency ; 
but  this  would  not  be  the  less  a  case  within 
the  act,  which  contains  the  words  **  estate, 
right,  title,  arid  interest  in  any  property 
which  has  accrued,  or  shall  accrue,  to  the 
party  so  offending  by  force  of  the  marriage." 
Then, it  is  said,  5iat  no  property  which  may 
hereafter  devolve  on  the  husbaud  can  be 
property  which  would  **  accrue  to  the  wife 

3F 


402 


COURTS  OF  CHANCERY: 


by  force  of  the  marriage ;"  and  that  what 
she  might  take  would  be  taken  by  her  by 
reason  of  intestacy,  and  not  by  force  of  the 
marriage.  This,  however,  is  not  the  case ; 
as  I  can  conceive  various  cases  by  which 
the  wife  would  acquire  property  by  force  of 
the  marriage.  Assuming  then  that  the  hus- 
band has  no  property  in  possession,  rever- 
sion, remainder,  or  expectancy  the  case  is  not 
taken  out  of  the  statute. 

Then,  it  is  contended,  that  there  is  no 
contravention  of  the  act  if  the  woman 
has  not  falsely  sworn  as  to  any  matters 
to  which  she,  "  as  one  of  the  parties,  was 
thereinbefore  required  personally  to  swear." 
Here  both  are  minors;  it  is  provided  by 
the  act  that  one  of  the  parties  to  the 
marriage  should  swear  "that  he  or  she 
believeth  that  there  is  no  impediment  of 
kindred  or  alliance,  or  of  any  other  lawful 
cause,  nor  any  suit  commenced  in  any  eccle* 
siastical  court  to  bar  or  hinder  the  proceed- 
ing of  the  matrimony,  according  to  the  tenor 
of  the  licence ; "  there  being  a  provision  that, 
if  either  party  is  under  twenty-one,  the  con- 
sent of  certain  persons  mentioned  in  the  act 
should  be  obtained.  I  am  asked  to  put 
such  a  construction  on  the  act,  as  that  a 
woman  falsely  stating  herself  and  her  in- 
tended husband  to  be  of  age,  would  not 
falsely  swear  "  as  to  any  matters  to  which 
such  party  was  thereinbefore  required  per- 
sonally to  swear."  I  cannot  accede  to  such 
an  argument. 

Let  the  cause  stand  over,  with  liberty  to 
the  relator  to  exhibit  interrogatories  Icm:  the 
purpose  of  proving  that  the  marriage  was  pro- 
cured by  the  female  defendant,  by  means  of 
her  falsely  swearing  that  on  the  day  of  the 
marriage  the  other  defendant  was  of  the  age 
of  twenty-one,  or  of  the  age  of  twenty*one 
and  upwards,  and  of  proving  that  she  wil- 
fully and  knowingly  so  swore ;  with  liberty 
also  for  the  defendants  to  exhibit  inter- 
rogatories to  disprove  those  facts,  and  cross- 
examine  Mrs.  Faulkner. 


KIRK  V,  EDDOWES. 


WlGRAM,V.C.  \ 

May  22  ;  June  6./ 

Legacy —  Advance — Ademption  —  Evi- 
dence, 

A  testator^  by  his  mil,  pave  3,000Z.  to 
trustees  f  in  trust  for  his  daughter  for  life^far 


her  separate  use,  with  remainder  ii^  herthU- 
dren,  as  she  should  appoint.  Subsequently  io 
the  date  of  his  will,  the  testator  ttdnaneed 
500Z.  to  the  husband  of  his  dauglUer,  Parol 
evidence  was  entered  into,  thai  the  advance  lp 
the  httsband  was  made  at  the  request  of  the 
daughter,  and  that  the  testator,  at  the  time  of 
the  advance,  declared  that  U  was  m  part 
satisfaction  of  the  benefits  given  to  his 
daughter  by  his  will : — Held,  on  a  bill  by  the 
children  of  the  daughter  claiming  the  whole 
amount  of  the  legacy,  that  the  parol  evidence 
was  admissible,  not  to  vary  the  will,  but  to 
explain  the  advance  of  the  bOOL  as  a  sepa* 
rate  and  independent  transaction  ;  and  that 
the  advance  was  ail  ademption  of  the  legaay 
to  the  daughter  and  her  family  pro  tanto. 

Henry  Eddowes,  by  his  will,  dated  the 
22nd  of  June  1827,  after  directing  payment 
of  his  debts,  &c.*,  devised  and  bequeathed 
all  and  every  his  messuages  and  real  estate 
whatsoever,  with  their  appurtenances,  and 
also  all  and  singular  his  moniea,  aecuHties 
for  monies,  and  all  other  his  personal  estate 
and  effects  whatsoever,  not  therembefoie 
by  him  disposed  of,  to  his  son,  John  Henry 
Eddowes,  his  heirs,  executors,  admsaistni- 
tors,  and  assigns,  subject  nevertheless,  and 
the  testator  did  thereby  charge  the  same 
estates  respectively,  with  the  payment  of 
3,0002.,  and  the  annuity  of  lOOi.,  therein-* 
afler  bequeathed ;  and  the  testator  theieby 
bequeathed  to  his  brother,  Storer  Bddowes, 
for  his  life,  one  annuity  or  yearly  sura  of 
100^.,  to  be  yearly  issuing  out  o€  all  and 
every  the  testator's  real  estates,  to  be  paid 
halfryearly,  and  with  powers  of  distress  and 
entry  for  enforcing  payment  of  the  same ; 
and  the  testator  thereby  gave  and  be* 
queathed  unto  J.  H.  Eddowes  and  S. 
Eddowes,  their  executors  and  adniinistra«> 
Uhv,  the  sum  of  3,000^.  of  lawful  money, 
to  be  paid  into  their  hand?,  at  the  expira* 
tion  of  twelve  months  next  after  his  de^ 
cease,  upon  trust  to  invest  the  same,  and 
with  power  to  vary  the  securities,  as  occa- 
sion should  require,  and  to  stand  possessed 
of  the  stocks,  ftmds,  and  securities  whereon 
the  same  sum  of  3,000/.,  or  any  part  thereof^ 
should  be  invested,  and  the  interest,  divi* 
dends,  and  annual  produce  thereof,  upon 
trust,  to  pay  the  interest,  dividends,  and 
produce  thereof,  from  time  to  time,  as  the 
same  should  become  due,  imto  his  (the  tes*- 
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tator's)  daug^r,  Elizabeth  Kirk,  and  her 
assigns,  during  her  life,  for  her  separate  use, 
and  from  and  after  her  decease,  upon  trust, 
to  stand  possessed  of  the  said  sum  of  3,000^., 
and  the  seemities  in  which  the  same  might 
be  invested,  and  the  interest,  dividends,  and 
anniud  produce  thereof,  in  trust  for  such  one 
or  more  of  the  child  and  children  of  his 
daughter,  as  she  should  by  deed  or  will, 
direct  or  appoint,  and  in  default  of  such 
direction  or  appointment,  for  all  and  every 
Ihe  child  or  children  of  his  said  daughter 
respectively,  upon  his,  her,  or  their  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  &c.,  with  the  usual  direc- 
tknis  as  to  advancement,  survivorship,  &c. 
Aad  in  the  event  of  his  daughter  dying 
without  leaving  issue  who  should  have 
attained  a  vested  interest  in  the  said  sum  of 
3^000i^  the  testator  gave  the  same,  with 
the  interest  then  due  thereon,  unto  J.  H. 
Eddowes  absolutely,  and  he  thereby  ap- 
pointed  J.  H.  Eddowes  and  S.  Eddowes 
executors  of  his  will. 

The  testator  died  shortly  after  the  exe* 
cudon  of  the  will,  which  was  duly  proved  by 
both  executors. 

This  was  a  bill  by  the  infant  children  of 
the  testator's  daughter,  Mrs.  Kirk,  by  their 
next  friend,  against  Mrs.  Kirk,  whose  hus- 
band was  then  dead,  and  the  executors  of  the 
testator,  and  it  stated  that  Mrs,  Kirk  had 
not  executed  the  power  of  appointment  in 
fisvoar  of  her  children,  and  it  prayed  that  the 
sum  of  8,000/.  might  be  raised  and  invested 
upon  the  trusts  of  the  will,  and  that,  if  neces* 
sary,  it  might,  in  the  meantime,  be  secured 
in  court  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiffs,  and 
that  the  usual  accounts  might  be  taken. 

The  defendant,  J.  H.  Eddowes,  by  his  an- 
swer, after  stating  that  he  was  the  sole  acting 
executor,  admitted  assets  for  the  payment 
of  the  3,000/. ;  but  he  stated,  that  he  had 
invested  2,500/.  only  upon  the  trusts  in  the 
will,  for  the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Kirk  and  her 
children ;  and  he  submitted,  that  that  sum 
was  all  that  they  were  entitled  to  have  in- 
vested, inasmuch  as  the  legacy  of  3,000/., 
given  by  the  will,  had  been  adeemed,  to  the 
extent  of  500/.,  by  an  advance  to  that 
amount  made  by  the  testator  to  Mrs.  Kirk's 
husband,  subsequently  to  the  date  of  the  wUl. 

In  support  of  the  case  made  by  the 
answer,  the  defendant,  J.  H.  Eddowes,  went 
into  parol  evidence.  By  that  evidence  it 
appesured  that  at  a  meeting  on  the  22  nd 


of  June  1827,  at  which  the  testator,  S. 
Eddowes,  J.  H.  Eddowes,  and  Mrs.  Kirk 
only  were  present,  the  testator  said  he  wished 
to  explain  to  the  executors  and  his  daughter, 
Mrs.  Kirk,  the  way  in  which  he  had  left  his 
property ;  and  he  then  stated  that  he  had 
left  to  S.  Eddowes  100/.  a  year,  and  to  Mrs. 
Kirk  3,000/.  for  herself  and  her  children ; 
that  thereupon  Mrs.  Kirk  objected  that 
there  was  no  provision  made  (br  her  hus- 
band, and  that  as  he  was  involved  in  diffi- 
culties, she  wished  that  something  should 
be  given  to  him.  Upon  this  the  testator 
said  he  had  500/.  in  a  Mr.  Warner's  hand, 
which  he  would  give  to  her,  upon  condition 
that  it  should  be  considered  as  part  of  the 
legacy  given  by  his  will ;  that  J.  H.  Ed- 
dowes then  said  he  thought  it  necessary  the 
will  should  be  altered ;  that  thereupon  Mr. 
Cradock,  the  testator's  solicitor,  was  sent 
for,  and  ^hat  on  his  arrival,  the  defendant 
J.  H.  Eddowes  explained  to  him  the  con- 
versation which  had  previoudy  taken  place, 
and  asked  him  whedier  it  would  be  neces- 
sary to  alter  the  will ;  that  Cradock  replied^ 
that  as  they  were  all  present,  and  under- 
stood it,  he  thought  it  would  not  be  neces- 
sary. It  was  in  evidence  also  that  Mr. 
Warner  was,  on  the  29nd  of  June  1827,  in<» 
debted  to  the  testator  on  a  promissory  note 
for  500/.,  which  note,  after  the  92nd  of  June 
1827,  was  given  up  to  Warner,  who  then 
gave  another  promissory  note  to  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Kirk  in  lieu  of  it ;  and  that  this  was 
done  by  the  direction  of  the  testator,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  satisfying  Mrs.  Kirk.  It 
was  not  clear  from  the  evidence  whether  Uie 
money  was  ever  in  fact  paid  upon  this  note. 
By  consent,  this  evidence  was  read  de  bene  esse. 
Mr,  Romilly  and  Mr,  Rogers^  for  the 
plainti£&. — This  evidence  is  inadmissible* 
The  3,000/.  being  settled  by  the  will  upon 
Mrs.  Kirk,  at  that  time  a  married  woman, 
and  her  children,  cannot  be  considered  in  the 
light  of  a  portion ;  and  the  law  would  not 
raise  a  presumption  that  the  subsequent 
advance  to  the  husband  of  Mrs.  Kirk  was 
In  satisfaction  of  that  which  had  been  pre- 
viously settled  on  Mrs.  Kirk  and  her  family. 
The  gifts  are  to  different  parties,  so  that  no 
presumption  can  be  raised  that  the  one  was 
intended  as  an  ademption  fro  tanto  of  the 
other.  No  such  presumption  being  raised 
by  the  will,  the  evidence  is  inadmissible. 
Parol  evidence  cannot  be  used  for  the  pur- 
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pose  of  raising  a  presumption  of  intention, 
but  only  to  assist  the  presumption  where 
the  law  has  raised  it;  and  evidence  has  been 
adduced  on  the  other  side  to  rebut  it, — 

Bellasis  v.  Uthwatt,  1  Atk.  426. 

Shudal  V.  Jekylly  2  Ibid.  518. 

Freemantle  v.  Bankes^  5  Ves.  79. 

Ex  parte  Duhosi,  18  Ibid.  140. 

Booker  v.  Allen,  2  Russ.  &  Myl.  270 ; 
s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.Chanc.  130. 

Lloyd  V,  Harvey,  2  Russ.  &  Myl.  310. 

Hartopp  V.  Hartopp,  17  Ves.  184. 

Alley n  v.  Alley n,  2  Ves.  sen.  37. 

Osborne  v.  Duke  of  Leeds^  5  Ves.  369. 

Trimmer  v.  Bayne,  7  Ibid.  508. 

Holmes  v.  Holmes,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  555. 

Mackenzie  v.  Mackenzie,  2  Russ.  262. 

Wharton  v.  Lord  Durham,  5  Sim.  297 ; 
8.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  25 ; 
3  MyL  &  K.  427  ;  3  CI.  &  Fin.  146 ; 

6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  15. 
Mr,   Walker  and  Mr,   Willcock,  for  the 

defendants. — The  provision  for  Mrs.  Kirk 
by  the  will  is  settled,  as  daughters'  portions 
usually  are  settled. — On  the  question  of 
ademption,  the  Court  will  only  consider  whe- 
ther the  principal  object  of  both  provisions  is, 
substantially,  the  same  person.  The  pay- 
ment of  500/.  to  the  husband  at  the  request 
of  the  wife  was  in  fact  a  payment  to  and  for 
the  benefit  of  the  wife.  Both  gifts,  therefore, 
being  in  the  nature  of  portions,  the  presump- 
tion is  raised,  that  the  latter  is  an  ademption, 
but  pro  ianto  only,  of  the  former — Pym  v. 
Lockyer  (1 ).  Further,  the  object  of  the  evi- 
dence is,  not  to  shew  what  the  testator  meant 
by  his  will,  or  to  alter,  vary,  or  add  to  the 
will,  but  to  shew  the  intention  with  which 
a  subsequent  independent  act  was  done. 
For  this  purpose  it  is  plainly  admissible 
upon  all  the  authorities, — 

Monck  V.  LordMonck,  1  Ball  &  B.  298. 

Thellusson  y.  Woodford,  4  Mad.  420, 

Rosewell  v.  Bennet,  3  Atk.  77. 

BiyglestonY,  Grubh,  2  Ibid.  48. 

Chapman  v.  Salt,  2  Vem.  646. 

WeaU  V.  Rice,  2  Russ.  &  Myl.  251 ; 
s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  116. 

Sheffield  v.  Lord  Coventry,  Ibid.  317. 

Poujys  y.  Mansfield,  6  Sim.  528  ;  s.  c. 
5  Law  J;  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  153 ; 
s.  c.  on  appeal,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  359 ; 

7  Law  J.  Rep>  (n.s.)  Chanc.  9. 

(I)  5  Myl.  &  Cr.  29;  8.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.b.) 
Ghana  163. 


ScoUon  y.  Seott&n,  1  8tiB.  2S6. 
Hall  y.  HiU,  1  Dr.  &  War.  94. 

Mr,  RomiUy  replied. 

June  6. — WioRAH,  Y.  C.  [after  statiiig 
the  will,  proceeded] — The  plaintiffs,  who  art 
the  children  of  Mrs.  Kirk,  have  filed  tfa«ir 
bill  to  recover  the  3,0001.  bequeathed  to 
them  in  the  will ;  and  the  defendant,  J.  H. 
Eddowes,  the  sole  acting  executor,  admits 
their  right  to  2,500^.,  but  contends  that  the 
remaining  500/.  was  adeemed  by  an  ad« 
vance  to  the  husband  of  Mrs.  Kirk,  made 
by  the  testator  in  his  lifetime,  and  subae* 
quently  to  the  execution  of  the  will.  The 
defendant  has  not  contended  that  die  ad 
vance  was  an  ademption  for  any  greater 
amount ;  and  admits  that  the  principle  laid 
down  in  Pym  y.  Lockyer  applies  to  this 
case.  Evidence,  on  the  part  of  the  defen* 
dant,  was  tendered  and  objected  to  ;  but,  if 
it  is  admissible,  it  does,  I  think,  establish 
the  £act,  that  the  testator  did,  subsequenUy 
to  the  date  of  the  will,  at  the  instance  and 
request  of  Mrs.  Kirk,  give  to  her  husband 
the  sum  of  500/. ;  and  that  he  at  the  same 
time  declared  that  it  was  given  in  part 
satisfaction  of  what  had  been  given  to  Mrs. 
Kirk  by  his  will.  This  may  be  subject  to 
the  question,  whether  the  500/.  was  ever 
ultimately  paid.  The  effect  of  the  bequest 
by  the  w^l,  separately  considered,  is  alemx  \ 
and  the  gift  of  the  note  for  500/.  subse* 
quently  to  the  will  is  clear.  The  gifts  being 
upon  separate  and  distinct  transactions  will, 
primd  facie,  both  take  effect. 

The  questions  in  this  case  are  two— first, 
what  the  second  transaction  really  was? 
And,  secondly,  what  was  the  effect,  if  any, 
of  the  second  transaction  upon  the  benefits 
given  by  the  will  ?  Where  questions  sirai^ 
lar  to  the  present  have  arisen  as  to  gifb 
given  by  two  distinct  instruments,  the 
law  as  to  the  admissibility  of  parol  eyi- 
dence  has  been  long  since  setded.  The 
rule  in  such  cases  is,  that  written  inatni» 
ments  cannot  be  added  to  or  explained 
by  parol  evidence ;  and  unless  the  second 
instrument  adeem  the  gift  given  by  the 
first,  either  in  express  terms  or  by  presump- 
tion of  law,  no  evidence  can  be  admkted  to 
shew  that  the  second  instnunent  had  an 
effect,  which  neither  the  language  of  the  in- 
strument nor  the  law  would  give  to  it.  If 
the  second  instrament  does  not  in   terms 
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adeem  the  gift  givea  by  the  fizst,  but  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  raise  a  presump- 
tion at  law,  that  the  benefit  given  by  the 
second  instrument  was  meant  to  operate  as 
an  ademption  of  the  benefit  given  by  the 
first,  parol  evidence  may  be  gone  into,  not 
to  shew  that  such  was  not  the  intention, 
but  to  repel  the  presumption  which  the  law 
has  raised;  and  where  parol  evidence  is 
admitted  to  rebut  the  presumption  raised  by 
the  law,  contrary  evidence  may  be  given  in 
support  of  the  presumption.  In  such  cases 
the  evidence  is  admitted,  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  proving  with  what  intention  the  in- 
strument was  made,  but  only  to  repel  the 
presumption  of  law— i^ar^^  v.  Beach  (2), 
Hartopp  V*  Hartopp ;  Hall  v.  Hill;  and  the 
cases  there  cited.  In  the  present  case  the 
advance  of  the  500/.  was  made  after  the 
date  of  the  will,  and  the  transaction  was  not 
evidenced  by  any  writing ;  and  the  above- 
mentioned  technical  rule  against  admitting 
evidence  to  prove  the  intention  does  not 
a^Jy.  The  question,  therefore  is,  whether 
any  other  rule  does  apply  to  exclude  the 
evidence.  In  order  fully  to  try  this  ques- 
tion, I  will  assume  first,  that  the  3,000/. 
had  been  given  absolutely  to  Mrs.  Kirk,  to 
her  separate  use. 

The  defendant's  evidence  is  not  objected 
to,  nor  could  it  successfully  be  objected  to, 
so  ^  as  it  goes,  to  shew  that  the  gift  was 
of  a  different  amount,  or  to  shew  the  other 
circumstances  attending  the  transaction,  with 
the  single  exception  of  the  declarations  of 
the  testator,  which  accompanied  the  gift. 
The  Court,  which  has  to  decide  whether  there 
is  an  ademption  or  not,  ought  to  know  what 
the  transaction  was.  But  the  evidence 
of  the  declarations  of  the  testator,  which 
accompanied  the  transaction,  has  been 
objected  to.  Why  are  they  not  admissible  ? 
They  are  of  the  essence  of  the  transaction, 
the  true  nature  of  which  cannot  be  known 
without  them.  The  rule  which  >excludes 
the  evidence  of  intention  in  the  case  of  a 
gift  by  an  instrument  in  writing  does  not 
apply.  It  could  not  have  been  contended, 
on  the  part  of  Mrs.  Kirk,  that  payment  to 
her  husband  of  the  amount  of  the  legacy,  at 
her  request,  would  not  have  precluded  her 
finom  claiming  the  legacy  under  her  father's 
will,  or,  in  other  words,  that  the  advance 
would  not  have  adeemed  the  legacy.     If 

(2)  5  Mad.  351. 


that  is  not  so,  it  must  be  contended,  that  an 
advance  by  the  testator  to  a  legatee,  under 
an  agreement  in  writing  that  he  shall  accept 
the  advance  in  satisfaction  of  the  legacy, 
will  leave  the  legatee  at  liberty  to  claim  the 
legacy,  notwithstanding  the  advance ;  and 
if  such  an  argument  be  not,  in  the  case  sup- 
posed, admissible,  the  declarations  of  the 
testator  must  be  admissible,  unless  there  be 
some  rules  of  law  that  require  that  such  a 
transaction  should  not  be  valid  unless  re- 
duced into  writing  :  that,  however,  cannot 
rightly  be  contended  for.  The  evidence 
does  not  touch  the  will ;  it  proves  only  that 
the  gift  did  take  place  after  the  date  of  the 
will ;  and  upon  that  the  Court  is  called  upon 
to  decide  whether  there  was  not  thereby  an 
ademption  of  the  legacy.  There  does  not 
appear  to  be  any  ground  for  rejecting  the 
evidence  upon  this  hypothesis.  But  how 
does  the  question  stand  upon  authority  ? 
The  cases  of  Monck  v.  Lord  Monck^  Rose^ 
well  V.  Bennett  TheUusson  v.  Woodford^ 
Bell  V.  Coleman  (3),  Biggleston  v.  Grubby 
Hoskins  v.  Hoskins{4),  Chapman  v.  Salt, 
Powel  V.  Cleaver  (5),  Grave  v.  the  Earl 
of  Salisbury  (6),  and  Ex  parte  Dnbost,  are 
all  authorities  in  favour  of  the  admission  of 
the  evidence;  and,  of  these,  the  cases  of 
RoseweU  v.  Bennett  Biggleston  v.  Grubb, 
and  Monck  v.  Lord  Monck,  are  referred  to 
with  approbation  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  of 
Ireland  in  HaU  v.  HilL  Admitting,  then, 
that  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove 
that  a  will  or  other  instrument  was  intended 
not  to  have  a  particular  effect,  still,  in  the 
case  supposed,  I  think  I  should  be  bound 
to  receive  it.  This  subject  has  been  elabo- 
rately considered  in  1  Rop.  on  Legacies,  341 , 
but  the  writer  has  not,  I  think,  sufficiently 
kept  in  view  the  distinction  between  ademp- 
tion and  revocation. 

But  it  was  said,  that  a  distinction 
existed  in  the  present  case,  because,  in 
the  cases  cited,  the  advance  was  made  to 
'the  legatee  himself;  whereas,  in  the  case 
before  me,  it  was  made  to  the  husband 
of  the  legatee.  That  circumstance  can 
have  no  application  to  the  rejection  or 
admission  of  the  evidence ;  and.  in  more 
than  one  of  the  cases  in  which  the  evidence 

(3)  5  Mad.  22. 

(4)  Free.  Cbanc.  263. 
<5)  2Bro.C.C.499. 
(6)  1  Ibid.  425. 
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has  been  admitted  the  same  circumstance 
occurred. 

The  preceding  observation  supposes  that 
the  bequest  had  been  made  to  Mrs.  Kirk 
absolutely ;  whereas,  in  fact,  the  gift  by 
the  will  is  to  her  for  life,  and  then  to  the 
children.  It  remains  to  be  seen  whether 
those  limitations  alter  the  case.  I  do  not 
mean  to  say  that  a  legacy  to  A.  would 
be  adeemed  by  a  gift  to  a  stranger.  Here 
the  legacy,  being  given  to  Mrs.  Kirk  for 
life  to  her  separate  use,  with  remainder  to 
her  children,  is  clearly  in  the  nature  to  a 
portion;  that  is,  in  effect,  the  common 
way  of  dealing  with  a  lady's  portion  on  her 
marriage.  I  find  her,  in  fkct,  requesting 
her  father  to  advance  a  part  of  the  fund  so 
settled  upon  her  to  her  husband ;  that  the 
father  accordingly  did  so,  declaring  at  the 
same  time  what  his  intentions  were  in  mak* 
ing  that  advance.  The  case  of  Carver  v. 
Bowles  (7)  is  an  authority  for  that  view  of 
the  case,  and  also  Trimmer  v.  Bayne,  which 
is  the  converse  of  this  case. 

Upon  the  whole,  without  admitting  that 
extrinsic  evidence  can  be  admitted  to  alter, 
vary,  or  add  to  a  written  instrument,  or  to 
shew  what  the  intention  is  in  making  the 
instriiment,  and  not  meaning  to  intimate  an 
opinion  that  any  other  declaration  of  the 
testator  would  in  those  cases  have  been  ad- 
missible, and  distinguishing  between  revoca- 
tion and  ademption,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  in 
this  case  the  evidence  is  admissible. 


V.C.^ 

s7;    \ 
!5.      3 


DRAKB  O.  DRAKE. 


WiGRAM,  V.C 

March  6, 
May  25. 

Discovery  —  Plea  —  Unpaid  Purchase 
Money — Averments —  Stay  of  Proceedings 
pending  Appeal, 

To  a  bill  for  discovery  of  title  deeds  in 
aid  of  an  action  at  law,  a  plea  of  unpaid' 
purchase  money  is  bad — semble. 

An  averment  that  the  money  was  never 
paid,  not  followed  by  an  averment  that  the 
money  was  due  at  the  time  of  filing  the  plea^ 
held  insufficient. 

An  application  to  stay  proceedings,  to 
enforce  discovery,  pending    an  appeal^   is 

(7)  2  RusB.  &  Myl.  301;  a.c.  9  Law  J.  Rep. 
Chano.  91. 


not  of  course,  but  is  made  ai  ike  discretion  of 
the  Court,  having  regard  to  the  merits  ofjie 
case,  and  the  inconveniences  likely  to  aeerue 
to  either  party. 

Under  the  ciroumstanees,  stay  ofproeeed* 
ings,  pending  the  appeal,  was  refused. 

In  1836,  by  deeds  of  lease  and  release  be- 
tween W.  Drake  the  father,  of  the  fiist  pait, 
and  his  four  sons  of  the  other  parts,  reciting 
that  W.  Drake  the  father  had  entered  into 
a  contract  with  his  four  sons  for  the  sale  to 
them  respectively  of  different  portions  of  his 
estates,  it  was  witnessed  that,  in  considera- 
tion of  natural  love  and  affectiout  and  for 
their  advancement,  he  conveyed  and  ie» 
leased  to  the  use  of  his  four  sons  respec- 
tively the  four  several  parcels  oC  land 
therein  mentioned.  W.  Drake  the  fiither 
afterwards  died,  never  having  parted  with 
the  deeds  of  conveyance,  and  by  his  will  he 
gave  all  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personaL 
estate  to  the  defendant,  his  eldest  son,  whom 
he  also  made  his  executor.  The  defendant, 
as  heir  at  law,  entered  into  possession  of  that 
part  of  the  father's  estate  which  was  so  con-* 
veyed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  there- 
upon commenced  an  action  of  ejectment 
against  the  defendant,  and  also  filed  his  bill 
against  the  defendant,  praying  discovery  and 
production  of  the  deeds  of  conveyancct  in  aid 
of  his  action  at  law.  To  this  bUl  the  defen- 
dant pleaded,  that  the  contract  recited  in  the 
deed  was  a  contract  that  the  plaintiff  sboold 
pay  to  the  father  180/.  for  the  portion  of 
the  estates  conveyed  to  him,  and  that  that 
sum  had  never  been  paid  by  the  plaintifl^ 
and  that  the  father  never  forgave  the  debt. 

Mr,  C,  P,  Cooper  and  Mr,  Seksyn,  lor 
the  plea. — The  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  call 
upon  a  court  of  equity  to  assist  hun  in  getp 
ting  possession  of  the  estate  till  he  haa  paid 
the  consideration.  The  defendant  is  in  the 
situation  of  a  mortgagee  who  cannot  be 
called  upon  to  shew  his  title  deeds  till  all 
the  money  due  is  paid — Dry  den  v.  Frosi  (1), 
Browne  v.  Lockhari (2),  WaUwyny,Lee  (3), 
Hare  on  Discovery,  pp.  98,  104. 

Mr,  Romilly  and  Mr,  Barrett,  in  soppori 
of  the  bill. — The  plaintiff  has  a  dear  legal 

(1)  8  MyL  &  Cr.  670 ;  s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Kep,  (h.sl) 
Cbanc.  235. 

(2)  10  Sim.  421;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Kep.  (it.si.) 
Cfaane.  167. 

(3)  9  Vm.  24. 
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title  to  tile  property,  and  comes  in  t^e  or- 
dinary course  for  the  discovery  of  title 
deeds.  If  die  defendant  claims  a  lien  on  the 
property  he  must  file  his  hill  to  estahlish 
it,  and  then  the  Court  will  put  him  under 
terms  of  giving  the  plaintiff  judgment  in 
the  action.  It  is  not  alleged  in  the  plea 
that  the  purchase  money  is  still  due.  The 
effect  of  allowing  the  plea  will  he  to  deprive 
the  plaintiff  of  his  legal  rights,  without  the 
Court  heing  able  to  give  him  relief. 
Mr,  Cooper  replied. 

WiGRAM,  V.C. —  Two  questions  were 
argued  in  this  case: — First,  whether  the 
matter  of  the  plea  was  sufficient  as  a  plea 
to  a  bill  of  discovery,  in  aid  of  an  action  at 
law;  and  secondly,  supposing  the  matter 
sufficient,  whether  the  plea  was  accompanied 
with  sufficient  averments.  With  respect 
to  the  averments,  it  appears  that  the  father 
made  an  agreement  with  his  four  sons,  to 
sell  to  them  certain  portions  of  his  estates: 
ihe  contract  for  sale  is  referred  to  in  the 
deed  of  eonveyance;  but  then,  instead  of 
conveying  in  consideration  of  the  contract, 
the  father  conveys  in  consideration  of  natural 
love  and  affection,  and  for  the  advancement 
of  his  sons.  It  is  impossible  to  read  that 
without  seeing  that  it  might  be  very  pro- 
bable that  the  father  never  intended  that 
the  son  should  be  a  debtor  to  him.  That 
being  the  case  upon  the  bill,  the  plea  avers 
that  there  was  an  agreement  in  writing  be- 
tween the  father  and  the  son,  by  which  the 
son  was  bound  to  pay  ISOl.  for  this  portion 
of  the  father*s  estates;  it  then  avers  that 
the  son  never  paid  that  money,  and  that 
the  fiather  never  forgave  the  debt ;  and  there 
it  stops.  I  find  an  averment  upon  every 
point  but  one,  viz.,  that  the  money  was  at 
the  Other's  death  due  from  the  son  to  the 
father.  Having  this  particular  form  of  con- 
veyance, I  thought  a  strong  presumptive 
case  was  raised  that  this  transaction  might 
have  taken  place  without  the  creation  of  a 
debt.  The  omission  of  that  averment  is 
extremely  material.  There  are  cases  in 
iirtiich,  if  the  plaintiff  does  not  allege  that  a 
debt  is  due,  the  Court  will  not  decree  an 
account.  I  never,  however,  understood 
that  to  be  a  positive  rule.  But  where  th^ 
object  of  the  plea  is  to  shut  out  discovery, 
the  absence  of  the  averment  that  the  money 
was  due,   coupled  with  the  strong  primd 


facie  case  upon  the  face  of  the  deed,  is  a 
material  omission. 

Another  ground  is  one  upon  which  J 
have  much  greater  difficulty:  the  matter 
pleaded  is  ndt  matter  which  either  at  law 
or  in  equity  is  an  answer  to  the  plaintiff's 
claim.  It  is  no  bar  to  his  recovering, 
either  at  law  or  in  eqiuty;  but  it  is  said 
that  he  must  first  do  something,  viz.,  pay 
the  purchase-money,  and  that  the  non- 
payment will  work  a  qufdification  of  his 
right  to  recover  at  law.  I  am  bound,  there- 
fore, to  consider  what  will  be  the  conse- 
quences of  holding  the  plea  sufficient :  the 
plaintiff  must  either  pay  the  money  or  him- 
self file  a  bill.  I  cannot,  then,  impose  any 
terms  upon  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff 
cannot  proceed  at  law  tmtil  the  suit  in 
eqtuty  is  at  an  end.  Suppose  the  money 
found  due ;  the  plaintiff  will  have  to  begin 
his  action  at  law  again.  If  the  defendant 
should  file  his  bill  to  enforce  his  eqiuty, 
then  I  could  impose  terms  upon  him  to 
give  judgment  in  ejectment,  and  that  would 
put  an  end  to  the  question.  The  defence 
is  qualified  in  this  way :  the  defendant  may 
have  a  right  to  a  lien,  but  only  a  right  upon 
terms  wMch  are  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  to  impose.  Therefore  when  the 
defendant  claims  the  benefit  of  his  plea  to 
stop  the  proceedings  at  law,  he  is  claiming 
much  more  than  he  has  a  right  to.  I  never 
remember  the  case  occurring  before.  I 
think  the  defendant  has  a  right,  but  only  a 
qualified  right:  he  has  no  right  to  claim  a 
lien,  except  upon  the  terms  of  doing  that 
which  he  would  have  to  do  if  he  filed  his 
bill.  On  both  grounds,  therefore,  I  think 
the  plea  must  be  disallowed. 

May  25. — The  defendants  having  pre- 
sented a  petition  of  appeal  from  his  Honour's 
judgment,  now  moved  to  stay  the  proceed- 
ing for  enforcing  the  answer  till  the  appeal 
could  be  heard;  and  the  case  of  Wood  v. 
Milner  (4)  was  cited. 

WiGRAM,  V.C. —  If  the  case  of  Wood  v, 
Milner  be  an  authority  for  the  proposition 
that  wherever  a  plea  to  a  bill  of  discovery 
is  disallowed,  and  the  decision  is  appealed 
from,  a  motion  to  stay  the  plaintiff's 
proceedings  pending  the  appeal  is  of  course, 
I  should  have  nothing  to  do  but  to  make 

(4)  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  636. 
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the  order  now  asked  for;  but  that  case  is 
not  an  authority  for  any  such  general  pro- 
position. In  this,  as  in  similar  applications, 
the  discretion  of  the  Court  is  appealed  to, 
and  in  exercising  that  discretion  it  is  perhaps 
impossible  to  be  pressed  with  a  stronger  ar- 
gument than  that  which  applies  to  a  case 
like  the  present ;  that  is,  if  Uie  plaintiff  be 
allowed  to  enforce  an  answer  pending  the 
appeal,  he  has,  in  fact,  the  power  of  de- 
priving the  defendant  of  the  benefit  of  the 
appeal.  But  on  the  other  hand,  the  plaintiff 
also  is  exposed  to  inconvenience  of  no  incon- 
siderable magnitude,  if  his  suit  is  to  be 
tied  up  at  the  defendant's  mere  wiU,  which 
would  be  the  effect  of  saying  that  an  appeal 
per  se  stays  the  proceedings.  The  Court 
must  in  such  cases  consider  to  what  extent 
the  defendant  will  be  really  prejudiced  by 
giving  the  discovery,  and  how  far  upon  the 
merits  the  appeal  is  likely  to  succeed ;  always 
attending  to  this,  that  the  defendant  may 
apply  to  have  his  appeal  advanced.  In 
some  cases  it  is  of  the  last  importance  not 
to  give  the  discovery  sought  by  the  bill ; 
in  others  it  may  be  wholly  unimportant,  so 
far  as  the  discovery  itself  is  concerned,  whe- 
ther the  plea  or  demurrer  bo  allowed  or 
not.  A  plea,  or  demurrer  for  want  of  par- 
ties, or  any  other  plea  in  the  nature  of  a 
dilatory  plea,  may  admit  the  right  to  dis- 
covery, and  could  not  be  a  ground  for  stay- 
ing the  plaintiff's  proceedings  pending  the 
appeal,  and  the  same  may  be  said  of  other 
eases,  in  which  the  discovery  is  obviously 
unimportant.  In  this  case  the  defendant 
does  not  deny  the  right  to  the  discovery; 
on  the  oMitrary,  he  admits  it,  provided  the 
plaintiff  will  pay  for  the  estate :  the  disco- 
very is  not  a  matter  which  the  defendant 
desires  to  withhold  on  its  own  account,  and 
the  discovery,  if  given  before  the  purchase 
money  is  pud,  wUl  not  diminish  the  defen- 
dant's lien.  The  extent  of  the  injury  is, 
that  he  may  be  prevented  from  enforcing 
his  lien  in  this  cause;  and  the  ultimate 
consequence  of  giving  the  discovery  would 
resolve  itself  into  a  little  extra  trouble,  if 
my  judgment  be  wrong.  With  respect  to 
the  merits,  there  were  two  grounds  upon 
which  I  disallowed  the  plea:  first,  that  if 
the  plaintiff  had  a  lien,  his  proper  course 
was  to  file  a  bill  to  enforce  it,  in  which 
case  the  Court  would  oblige  him  to  do 
equity,  whereas  to  allow  the  plea  would  be 


to  give  the  defendant  the  benefit  of  fail 
lien,  without  paying  that  equitable  pricft  for 
it.  I  have  no  means  upon  'this  plea  <rf 
doing  justice  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  omial 
course  is  for  a  party  claiming  an  equity, 
which  is  adverse  to  a  legal  claim,  to  claim 
it  by  bill  submitting  to  do  equity.  But  I 
do  not  mean  to  lay  down  any  general  rule. 
Circumstances,  apparently  small,  Biay  make 
a  great  difference  in  questions  of  diis  na- 
ture. The  specific  ground  on  which  I 
relied  for  overruling  tibe  plea  was  the  ab- 
sence of  averments  that  the  money  claimed 
was  due  at  the  time  of  the  plea  filed,  which 
averment  is  so  much  matter  of  course  thai 
I  could  not  but  be  dissatisfied  at  not  find- 
ing it.  The  other  averments  in  the  plea, 
instead  of  curing  the  defect,  shewed  rather 
that  the  pleader  was  aware  of  the  import- 
ance of  the  absent  averment.  The  defen- 
dant might  have  obtained  leave  to  amend 
his  plea,  if  that  would  have  answered  his 
purpose ;  but  when  it  was  contended  that 
the  plea,  as  it  stood,  was  sufiknent,  I  was 
satisfied  that  I  had  done  no  injustice  to  the 
party  in  trjdng  the  plea  by  the  strietest 
rules  of  pleading.  The  plaintiff  under- 
taking not  to  execute  the  attachment  for 
want  of  answer  for  three  weeks,  I  refuse  to 
make  the  order  asked.  The  defendant  may 
apply  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  the  alter- 
native, either  to  restrain  the  proceedings 
until  the  appeal  shall  come  on  in  its  r^rular 
course,  or  to  advance  the  hearing  of  the 
appeal. 


.C.      \ 
^30.   / 


ALLIBONE  V,  JONES. 


L 

July 

Contempt  —  Costs  —  1  ff^'iU.  4.  c,  36.— 
Pauper  Defendant. 

A  defendant^  who  had  been  eomnUtted  for 
contempt  for  want  of  answer,  put  in  his 
answer^  and  afterwards  obtained  an  order 
to  defend  in  form4  pauperis.  A  ntotien^  that 
under  the  1  Will.  4.  c.  36,  the  costs  of  ike 
contempt  might  be  made  costs  in  the  cause, 
and  the  defendant  discharged  out  of  cmaiodg, 
was  refused. 

An  attachment  had  issued  against  the 
defendant  Jones  for  want  of  answer,  and  on 
the  31st  of  May  he  was  brought  up  by 
habeas  corpus ,  ami  committed  to  the  Queen's 
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Prison.  On  tlie  17t1i  of  Jaly,  tlie  plaintiffs 
xnoTed  that  the  bill  might  be  taken  pro  eon^ 
fes9o  against  him  ;  bat  the  defendant  having 
put  in  his  answer,  the  motion  was  refused, 
and  the  defendant  was  ordered  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  application.  On  the  20th  of 
July,  the  defendant  obtained  an  order  that 
he  might  defend  in  formd  pauperis. 

On  the  27th  of  July,  the  defendant 
moved,  before  the  Vice  Chancellor,  under 
the  1  Will.  4.  c.  86,  that  the  plaintiffs' 
costs  of  contempt  might  be  made  costs  in 
the  cause,  and  that  the  defendant  might  be 
forthwith  discharged  out  of  custody  without 
paying  costs.  The  Vice  Chancellor  refused 
the  motion.  The  defendant  now  renewed 
his  motion  by  way  of  appeal  before  the 
Lord  Chancellor. 

Mr.  Cooper  appeared  for  the  defendant, 
and  submitted  that  this  case  must  be  regu- 
lated by  the  17th  rule  of  the  1  Will.  4.  c.  36, 
as  being  a  case  not  specially  provided  for 
by  the  act :  that  the  6th  and  7th  rules  ap- 
plied to  the  discharge  of  prisoners  who  had 
not  put  in  their  answer ;  but  as  Jones  had 
put  in  his  answer,  he  was  not  within  those 
rules. 

Mr,  /.  /.  Jervis  opposed  the  motion,  and 
contended  that  the  case  was  provided  for  by 
the  17th  section  of  the  act,  and  that  the 
defendant  might  now  be  discharged  from  the 
contempt,  except  as  to  the  costs  of  it. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  was  of  opinion 
that  the  16th  and  17th  sections  applied  to 
proceedings  in  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Court. 
The  object  of  the  regulations  of  the  Act  was 
to  enable  persons  to  do  something  which  they 
were  unable,  from  poverty,  to  do  without  as- 
sistance, and  to  liberate  parties  from  prison 
who  were  in  contempt  for  not  doing  some- 
thing which  they  had  not  the  means  to  do. 
But  here  the  thing  was  done,  as  the  answer 
was  put  in  ;  and  his  Lordship  thought  the 
Court  had  no  authority  to  make  any  such 
order  as  was  now  applied  for. 

A  similar  decision  was  come  to  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  on  the  same  day,  in  the  case  of 
Read  V.  Pike^  in  which  the  circumstances 
were  similar. 


L.C.     1 

Julv  81      I  ^^^^5  ^'  HINTON. 

Bill,  Dismissal  of—\1th  Order  of  IS^l, 

A  plaintiff  gave  an  undertaking  to  speed, 
and  obtained  and  served  an  order  for  a  com- 
mission to  examine  witnesses,  hut  did  not 
afterwards  prosecute  it ;  nor  did  he  take  any 
of  the  subsequent  steps  pointed  out  in  the 
\eth  and  11  th  Orders  o/ 1831  .—Held,  that 
the  case  was  within  the  17 th  Order,  and  that 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  move  to  dismiss 
the  bill. 

On  the  13th  of  July  1843,  the  defendant 
moved  to  dismiss  for  want  of  prosecution, 
and  the  plaintiff  gave  an  undertaking  to 
speed ;  and  by  the  order  then  drawn  up, 
according  to  the  16th  Order  of  1831  (1),  he 
was  to  file  a  replication,  and  serve  subpoenas 
to  rejoin,  and  obtain  and  serve  an  order  for 
a  commission  to  examine  witnesses,  if  he 
required  such  commission,  within  three 
weeks,  and  give  rules  to  produce  witnesses 
and  pass  publication  in  the  second  term 
after  the  day  on  which  the  order  for  the 
commission  should  be  served,  and  set  down 
the  cause  for  hearing,  and  serve  subpoena 
to  hear  judgment,  returnable  in  the  succeed- 
ing term.  The  plaintiff  accordingly  filed 
a  replication,  and  served  a  subpoena  to  re- 
join, and  obtained  an  order  for  a  commission 
to  examine  witnesses,  which  was  served  on 
the  26th  of  July  1843.  The  commission 
was  not  executed,  and  the  plaintiff  had 
taken  no  further  proceedings. 

On  the  5th  of  February  1844,  the  defen- 
dant moved  before  the  Vice  Chancellor  that 
the  bill  might  be  dismissed  for  want  of  pro- 
secution. The  Vice  Chancellor  refused  to 
make  the  order,  and  the  defendant  now 
renewed  the  motion  before  the  Lord  Chan* 
cellor  by  way  of  appeal. 

Mr.  James  Parker  appeared  in  support 
of  the  motion,  and  contended,  that  accord- 
ing to  the  construction  of  the  17th  Order  of 
1831,  if  the  plaintiff  did  not  require  a  com- 
mission, he  was  not  obliged  to  take  any 
proceedings,  but  might  leave  it  to  the  de- 
fendant to  bring  the'  cause  to  a  hearing, 
according  to  the  old  practice — Dan,  Chanc, 
Prac,  vol.  2.  p.  378.     But  if  the  plaintiff 
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(1)  Ord.  Can.  10  ;  1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  1. 
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obtained  an  order  for  a  commission,  He 
could  not  abandon  the  order,  if  he  found 
out  afterwards  that  it  was  not  necessary  or 
desirable  for  him  to  prosecute  it;  but  he 
was  bound  to  proceed  to  bring  the  cause  on 
to  be  heard.  This  was  decided  in  Rayson 
V.  Lees  (2) ;  but  a  contrary  practice  seems 
to  have  prevailed  in  the  Vice  Chancellor's 
Court,  and  his  Honour  refused  to  make  an 
order  in  conformity  with  that  case. 

Mr,  Anderdon  and  Mr.  Parsons,  contra, 
contended  that  the  latter  part  of  the  17th 
Order  was  adapted  to  meet  this  case.  The 
plaintiff  here  did  not  require  a  commission. 
He  had  indeed  obtained  an  order  for  one ; 
but  he  did  not  want  to  examine  witnesses, 
and  therefore  he  abandoned  it.  The  defen- 
dant had  the  power  to  bring  the  cause  on, 
according  to  the  old  practice ;  but  he  was 
not  also  entitled  to  another  mode  of  getting 
rid  of  the  suit,  and  could  not  dismiss  the 
bill  by  this  application. 

Raitenbury  ▼.  Fenian,  6  Sim.  368. 

Smith  V.  OUver,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  165  ;  s.c. 
6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  328. 
At  all  events,  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound 
to  set  the  cause  down  for  hearing  before 
Easter  term,,  and  the  defendant  ought  to 
have  waited  till  that  time  before  he  made 
this  application — WhaUey  v.  Pepper  (3), 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  had  executed  the  commission,  he 
must  have  passed  publication  in  Hilary 
term  ;  and  if  he  abandoned  the  commission, 
he  ought  not  to  be  in  a  better  position  than 
if  he  had  prosecuted  it;  and  although  he 
did  not  find  it  necessary  to  prosecute  the 
conunission,  he  was  still  obliged  to  take  the 
otiher  steps  mentioned  in  the  17th  Order* 

Afr.  Anderdon  stated,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  really  desirous  of  bringing  the  cause  on 
for  hearing ;  but  had  made  .a  mistake  in  the 
practice,  because  there  were  different  rules 
in  different  branches  of  the  court,  and  asked 
that  publication  might  stand  enlai^ed. 

Mr,  Parker  insisted  that  a  separate  mo- 
tion was  necessary  for  such  a  puipose,  and 
cited— 

(2)  1  Keen,  14 :  s.  o.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.8.)  Chane. 
202. 

(3)  8  Sim.  208;  i.o.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (m.8.) 
Chano.  28. 


Lyon  v.  DumbeU,  11  Yes.  608. 
Steadman  v.  Ellis,  4  Mad.  240* 

The  Lord  Chancellor,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  ordered  that  pub- 
lication should  stand  enlarged  till  the  first 
day  of  Hilary  term,  1845,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  should  pay  the  costs  of  this  appli- 
cation. 


M.R.      \ 
y  1,  6,  8./ 


TITLET  V,  wolstenholme. 


July 

WilU-Devise  of   Trust    Estates— Con- 
struction, '' 

A,  being  seised  and  possessed  of  real  and 
personal  estates,  by  will  devised  and  be- 
queathed  the  same  unto  and  to  the  use  of 
*'E,  F,  and  G,  their  heirs,  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, and  assigns,**  according  to  ike 
nature  thereof,  and  the  devise  and  bequest 
was  declared  to  be  as  to  a  certain  estate  upon 
trust  that  "  the  said  trustees,  and  the  sur- 
vivors and  survivor  of  them,  his  or  her  heirs 
and  assignsy*  should  pay  the  rento^  S^e, 
thereof,  to  the  son  Richard  for  Itfe^  ^e. 
The  expression  "  the  said  trustees,  and  the 
survivors  and  survivor  of  them^  his  or  her 
heirs  and  assigns,**  was  repeated  in  different 
parts  of  the  will.  It  was  declared  that  the  re* 
ceipts  of  the  *UruMiees,  or  the  survivors  or  swr- 
vivor  of  them,  his  or  her  heirs  and  assigns,** 
for  monies  to  be  received  by  them,  in  the  exe- 
cution of  the  trusts,  should  be  sufficient  dis- 
charges to  purchasers,  ^c,  and  that  in  the 
sale,  directed  by  the  will,  of  the  estates, 
"the  said  trustees  and  executors,  and  the 
survivor  and  survivors  of  them,  his  or  her 
executors  and  administrators^**  should  appfy 
the  proceeds  in  maimer  therein  directed. 
The  will  directed  the  residuary  personal 
estate  to  be  invested  by  the  said  *'  trustees 
and  the  survivor  ofthem^  his  or  her  executors 
or  administrators,**  in  freehold  estatee  to  be 
settled  as  therein  expressed,  and  declared 
that  the  said  "  trustees  and  executors  re^ 
spectively,  their  heirs  and  her  heirs,  exe- 
cutors, andadndnietratorSf**  should  be  charge- 
able only  for  monies  actually  received  by 
them^  There^was  no  power  given  in  the  wiU 
for  the  appointment  of  new  trustees*  G. 
(who  survived  his  co-trustees  E,  and  F,) 
and  E,  and  F,  and  B,  were  appointed  exe- 
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cutors ;  and  E.  and  G,  alone  proved  the  wiUy 
B.  having  died  in  the]fe9iator*8  Ufetime,  O^ 
being  the  sole  surviving  legal  personal  re^ 
presenUUive  of  the  testator  A^  and  also  the  sole 
surviving  trustee  ofA's  v>ill^by  his  will  de^ 
vised  and  bequeathed  all  the  estates  vested  in 
him  by  the  will  of  A.  to  W, — Held,  that  the 
devise  of  the  trust  estates  contained  in  G.*s 
wiU,  on  the  trusts  of  A.'s  will,  was  valid, 
and  that  the  same  estates  were  well  vested  in 
W,  upon  the  trusts  declared  thereof  by  A,*s 
wiU. 

Ricbard  Titley  the  elder,  late  of  Man- 
chester, bemg  seised  and  possessed  of  real 
and  p«w>nal  estates,  made  his  will,  dated 
the  16th  of  January  1828,  and  thereby  gare 
and  bequeathed  "  to  his  wife,  his  son  Rich- 
ard, and  Robert  Tebbutt,  their  heirs,  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  his  free- 
hold and  leasehold  estates,  and  also  all  his 
personal  estate  unto  and  to  the  use  of  his 
said  wife,  his  son  Richard,  and  the  said  Ro- 
bert Tebbutt,  their  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  according  to  the 
nature  thereof^  to,  for,  and  upon  the  several 
uses,  trusts,  ends,  intents,  and  purposes 
therein  mentioned  and  declared.*'  The  first 
trust  was  to  raise  and  pay  an  annuity  of 
200/.  for  the  life  of  the  testator's  wife.  It 
was  then  declared  that  the  devise  and  be- 
quest thereinbefore  contained  to  the  trustees 
was  upon  further  trust  that  *'  the  said 
trustees  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of 
them,  his  or  her  heirs  and  assigns,"  shoiild 
pay  the  rents  of  a  certain  specified  real  estate, 
called  Gorton,  to  the  son  Richard  for  life, 
with  remainder,  when  deceased,  to  the  chil- 
dren of  Richard,  &c.  The  expression  "  the 
said  trustees  and  the  survivors  and  survivor 
of  them,  his  or  her  heirs  and  assigns,"  was 
repeated  in  different  parts  of  the  will.  In 
another  part  of  the  will  it  was  declared,  that 
*'  the  receipt  or  receipts  of  the  said  trustees, 
or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  his  or 
her  heirs  and  assigns,  for  the  monies  to  be 
received  by  them,  should  be  a  sufficient  dis- 
charge to  purchasers;"  and  **  that  the  said 
trustees  and  executors,  and  the  survivors 
and  survivor  of  them,"  should  collect  all 
monies  belonging  to  the  testator,  and  con- 
vert into  money  all  other  his  personal  estate, 
and  that  "the  said  trustees  and  the  exe- 
cutors and  the  survivor  and  survivors  of 
them,  his  or  her  executors  and  administra- 


tors," should  pay  and  apply  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  the  real  estates  directed  to  be 
sold,  and  the  rents  thereof  until  such  sale, 
and  also  the  proceeds  of  the  personal  estate, 
in  manner  therein  expressed.  The  will 
directed  the  residuary  personal  estate  to  be 
invested  by  the  trustees,  and  the  survivor 
of  them,  lus  or  her  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, in  fireehold  estates,  to  be  purchased 
and  settled  in  the  manner  therein  mentioned ; 
and  declared  that  it  should  be  lawful  for 
"the  said  trustees  and  executors,  or  the 
survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  his  or  her 
executors  or  administrators,"  to  invest  the 
residuary  personal  estate  in  government 
funds,  or  on  real  security,  until  purchases 
could  be  effected.  The  wiU  contained  a 
declaration  that  if  it  should  appear  to  "  the 
said  trustees  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of 
them,  his  or  her  heirs  and  assigns,"  advan- 
tageous to  sell  the  estate  called  Gorton,  or 
any  other  hereditaments,  that  might  be  pur- 
chased by  the  "  said  trustees,"  it  should  be 
lawful  for  "  the  said  trustees  or  the  sur- 
vivors or  survivor  of  them,"  absolutely  to 
sell  the  same ;  and  it  was  declared  that  the 
said  trustees  fbr  the  time  being  should  have 
power  to  lease  the  devised  real  estates  for 
any  term  not  exceeding  twenty-one  years  ; 
and  that  the  "  said  trustees  and  executors, 
respectively,  their  heirs  and  her  heirs,  exe- 
cutors, and  administrators,"  should  be 
chargeable  only  fbr  monies  actually  to  be 
received  by  them ;  and  that  "  the  said  trus- 
tees and  executors,  and  each  of  them,  tfadr 
and  each  of  their  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,"  should,  out  of  the 
monies  that  should  come  to  their  hands, 
reimbuiBe  themselves  respectively,  all  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses  which  they  might 
sustain,  or  be  put  to  in  the  execution  of  the 
trusts  of  the  will.  The  will  contained 
no  power  to  appoint  new  trustees ;  and  the 
testator  appointed  his  wife,  and  H.  Burgess, 
Robert  Tebbutt,  and  his  son  Richard,  execu- 
trix and  executors  of  his  will. 

H.  Burgess  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime. 
The  testator  died  on  the  29th  of  June  1828, 
leaving  two  sons  and  three  daughters  sur- 
viving him.  The  will  was  proved  by 
Richard  the  son  and  Robert  Tebbutt  only, 
and  the  widow  died  in  1831,  without  hav- 
ing joined  in  the  probate.  Richard  the  son 
died  in  1835,  leaving  Robert  Tebbutt  siur- 
viving  him,  who  thereby  became  the  sole 
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legal  personal  representative  of  the  testatar,^ 
and  sole  surviving  trustee  of  his  will.  The 
trustees  realissed  the  real  and  personal  estates 
of  the  testator,  pursuant  to  his  will.  Robert 
Tebbutt  died  in  1842,  having  by  his  will, 
duly  executed  and  attested,  dated  the  30th 
of  July  1838,  devised  and  bequeathed  to 
Edward  Titley  (since  deceased),  David 
Waddington,  and  Charles  Wolstenholme, 
their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  all  the  trust  estates  vested  in  him 
by  the  will  of  Richard  Titley  upon  the 
trusts  therein  declared  thereof;  and  Robert 
Tebbutt  appointed  C.  Wolstenholme,  Tho- 
mas Crompton,  Robert  Unwin,  and  Henry 
Oilier,  the  executors  of  his  will;  all  of 
whom,  except  H.  Oilier,  proved  the  same. 
The  bill  was  filed  by  the  cestuis  que  trust, 
claiming  under  the  will  of  the  testator, 
Richard  Titley,  against  David  Waddington, 
C.  Wolstenholme,  Thomas  Crompton,  and 
Robert  Uuwin,  as  defendants,  praying  a 
declaration  that  Robert  Tebbutt  was  not 
empowered  to  appoint  any  persons  to  be 
trustees  of  the  estates  and  premises  devised 
and  bequeathed  by  the  will  of  the  testator 
Richard  Titley,  and  that  the  devise  and  be- 
quest of  the  same  estates,  contained  in  the 
will  of  Robert  Tebbutt,  were  invalid  and 
ineffectual. 

Mr,  Bacon,  for  the  plaintiffs. — The  ne- 
cessity for  this  suit  arises  from  the  case  of 
Cooke  v«  Crawford  (1),  which  established 
that  devisees  of  trust  estates  are  equally  as 
incompetent  to  execute  trusts,  as  parties 
substituted  by  a  conveyance  inter  viv»9 
would  be,  the  incompetency  of  which  latter 
parties  had  been  established  in  the  previous 
case  of  Bradford  v.  Belfield  (2).  The  lan- 
guage of  Richard  Tidey's  will  is  inaccurate 
and  confused ;  the  effect  however  is,  that 
many  of  the  truste  and  powen  aie  given  to 
the  '*  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators  " 
of  the  surviving  trustee;  but  the  devisees 
under  Robert  Tebbutt's  will  sustain  none 
of  those  characters,  and  therefore  cannot 
execute  the  trusts  and  powers  attached  to 
those  characters.  But  the  devise  has  vested 
the  legal  estate  in  them ;  a  regular  appoint- 
ment of  new  trustees  by  the  Court  is  con^- 
sequently  necessary.  Although,  as  stated 
by  Mr.  Jarman,  in  his  Treatise  on  fViUs(S\ 

(1)  11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.8.)  Cbanc  406. 

(2)  2  Sim.  264. 

(3)  Vol.  ii.  p.  71  i. 


where  he  eQBQanQefittt>on  Cooke\.' Crawford, 
devises  of  trust  estates  hftve  been  commonly 
made,  the  competency  of  the  ^visees  to 
perform  the  trusts  has  never  been  ettablishcd 
by  decision ;  and  the  contrary  is  invtdirad 
in — 

Townsend  v.  Wilson,  1  B«ilc  Aid.  608i 
Hall  v.  Dewes,  Jac«  189* 
Bradford  v.  Belfield,  2  Sim.  264. 

Mr,  Twmer  and  Mr,  LitiUf  fax  the  de* 

fendants,  Wolstenholme  and  Waddington* 
—The  decision  in  Cooke  v.  Crawfbrd  is  not 
satisfactory*  The  proposition  involved  in 
ity  namely,  that  wbere  the  trust  is  fay  its 
terms  to  be  performed  by  the  heir  of  a 
trustee,  the  estate  must  be  allowed  to 
descend,  and  that  a  devise  of  it,  for  the 
declared  purpose  of  securing  the  exeentioii 
of  the  trusty  is  in  itself  a  breach  of  traat, 
was  not  involved  in  any  previous  decision* 
Townsend  v.  Wilson  ^xiA  HaU  v.  Dewtt 
were  both  cases  upon  the  construction  of 
powers  in  deeds,  and  have  no  s^tpMcaition ; 
and  in  Bradford  v.  Belfield,  the  aaaagnment 
was  by  conveyance,  which  is  Tery  distin* 
guishable  from  an  assignment  by  devise,  the 
one  operating  to  transfer  to  another  person, 
in  the  life  of  the  trustee,  the  personal  con- 
fidence which  the  creator  of  the  trust  has 
reposed  in  the  trustee ;  and  the  other  ope- 
rating only  to  provide  a  substitute  at  his 
death,  when  of  necessity  all  personal  con- 
fidence is  gone.  New  trustees  appointed  by 
the  Court  would  not  answer  the  description 
of  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators  of 
Tebbutt,  any  more  than  his  devisees.  The 
reference  to  executors  and  administrators 
in  the  trusts  and  powers  as  to  personalty, 
shews  that  the  testacy,  as  wdl  as  the  inr 
testacy,  of  the  surviving  trustee,  was  con- 
templated by  the  testator  Titley.  To  make 
intestacy  compulsory  upon  a  trustee,  would 
in  many  cases  be  most  prejudicial  to  the 
trust  estate ;  as  in  case  die  trustee  had  no 
heir,  or  in  case  the  heir  were  under  disabi- 
lity, or  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  No  trace  is  to 
be  found,  previous  to  Cooke  v.  Crawford,  of 
the  Court  having  disapproved  of  devises  of 
trust  estates.  On  the  contrary,  the  cases  of-* 

Lord  Brayhroke  v.  Inskip,  8  Ves.  417. 

Bainbridge  v.  Lord  Ashhurion,  2  Y.  &  C. 
347  ;  8.C.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Kxch. 
Eq.  73. 

Wall  V.  Bright,  1  Jac.  &  W.  494,  and 
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The  Midland  Counties  EaUwaff  Com" 
jmmf  y.  Wesieomby  11  Sim.  57,  s-c 
9  Law  J.  Rep.  (k.8.)  Chanc  324, 
are  founded  upon  a  presumption  that  to 
devise  trust  estates  is  unobjectionable,  and 
does  not  amount  to  the  commission  of  a 
breach  of  trust.  The  admitted  practice  of 
conveyancers  in  inserting  such  devises  in 
wills,  and  in  accepting  titles  under  them,  is 
entitled  to  much  weight  Great  importance 
was  attached  to  this  consideration  in  the 
ultimate  decision  in 

TuUeU  V.  Armstrong^  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  890, 
s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  b.)  Chanc  41 ; 
and  the  interests  involved  in  this  question 
are  of  equal  importance.  At  any  rate,  the 
Court  will  not  extend  the  doctrine  of  Cooke 
V.  Crawford,  In  the  will  there  under  con- 
sideration, no  reference  was  made  to  the 
'*  assigns  *'  of  the  trustee.  In  Richard  Tit- 
ley's  will  the  word  "  assigns"  frequently 
oooura ;  and  the  devise  and  bequest  upon 
trust,  at  the  commencement  of  the  will,  ought 
to  govern  and  correct  any  subsequent  incon- 
distencies  or  inaccuracies  of  expression.  The 
word  '*  assigns,"  properly  refers  to  devisees 
— Whitfield  V.  HotD{^).  The  Court  must 
give  some  meaning  to  this  word  beyond 
what  belongs  to  the  previous  words,  '*  heirs, 
executors  and  administrators ;"  and  if  de- 
visees be  rejected,  no  effect  will  be  given  to 
this  word. 

Mr,  William  Milne,  for  the  defendants 
Crompton  and  Unwin,  took  no  part  in  the 
discussion. 

Mr,  Betcon,  in  reply. — The  suggested  dif- 
ference between  an  assignment  of  trust  pro- 
perty by  conveyance  and  by  devise,  arising 
out  of  the  consideration  that  one  is  and  the 
other  is  not  a  violation  of  the  personal  con- 
fidence reposed  in  the  trustee,  does  not 
amount  to  a  justification  of  the  devise,  be- 
cause the  creator  of  the  trust  has  himself 
appointed  the  heir  of  the  trustee  to  succeed, 
and  having  thus  nominated  the  substitute, 
it  is  not  left  to  the  trustee  to  do  so.  As  to 
any  possible  inconveniences  which  might 
arise  from  permitting  the  trust  estate  to 
descend,  the  law  has  provided  remedies  by 
application  to  this  Court.  Many  of  the  pro- 
visions of  this  will  involve  the  exercise  of 
much  discretion :  married  women  and  in- 

(4)  2  Show.  Rep.  58. 


&nts  are  concerned,  and  purchasers  will  be; 
and,  to  avoid  future  questions,  there  ought 
to  be  a  regular  appointment  of  trastees  by 
the  Court.  The  word  "  assigns  "  is  used  in 
Titley's  will  without  any  definite  meaning ; 
the  better  construction  would  be,  to  refer  it 
to  new  trustees  regularly  appointed  by  this 
Court,  or  to  other  supposable  cases  of  the 
trust  estate  vesting  in  assigns,  otherwise 
than  by  the  will  of  the  surviving  tmstee ; 
but  in  whatever  sense  this  word  is  used,  it 
is  not  to  be  found  in  very  many  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  will ;  and  unless  the  devisees 
can  execute  all  the  trusts  and  powers  of  the 
will,  the  bill  must  be  sustained. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  read- 
ing the  two  wills,  and  referring  to  the  pecu- 
liar expressions  contained  in  the  testator 
Titley's  will,  observed,  that  the  question 
was,  whether  the  devisees  and  legatees 
named  in  the  will  of  Robert  Tebbutt  have 
become  trustees  of  the  property  devised  and 
bequeathed  by  Richard  Titley's  will ;  that 
the  present  case  was  distinguishable  from 
the  case  of  Towneend  v.  Wtlson,  which  de- 
cided that  a  power  of  sale  reserved  to  three 
persons  and  their  heirs  was  not  well  exe- 
cuted by  two  survivors ;  that  in  the  various 
expressions  made  use  of  by  the  testator, 
Richard  Titley,  in  his  will,  with  reference 
to  the  trusts  therein  contained,  he  had  re- 
ferred to  the  parties  to  whom  he  had  pre- 
viously given  his  real  and  personal  estates ; 
and  that  there  was  no  question  as  to  the 
trustworthiness  of  the  devisees,  and  it  could 
not  be  supposed  that  any  personal  confi- 
dence was  intended  to  be  placed  by  the  tes- 
tator in  the  heir  of  the  survivor  of  the  trus- 
tees, because  it  could  not  be  known  before- 
hand,  whether  there  would  be  any  heir,  or  if 
so,  he  might  be  a  lunatic,  or  an  infant,  or  a 
bankrupt,  and  as  such  an  improper  person 
to  act  as  a  tmstee ;  that  there  must  be  a 
devolution  of  the  estate  on  some  person, 
either  the  haeres  natus  or  heerea  foetus ;  and 
in  construing  the  will,  respect  must  be  had 
to  every  word  used  by  the  testator. 

On  the  whole,  his  Lordship  was  of  opinion 
that  the  devise  and  bequest  of  the  tmstee's 
estates  and  property  contained  in  the  will  of 
Robert  Tebbutt,  on  the  trusts  of  Richard 
Titley's  will,  were  valid  and  effectual,  and 
that  the  estates  and  property  held  upon  the 
trusts  of  Richard  Titley's  will,  were. well 
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Tested  in  the  defendants  upon  the  trosts 
and  for  the  purposes  and  with  the  powers 
contained  in  Richard  Titley's  will. 

The  bill  was  accordingly  dismissed ;  but 
the  costs  of  all  parties,  as  between  soli- 
citor and  client,  were  ordered  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  testator  Richard  Titley*s  estate. 


NOUAILLE  0.  FU6HT. 


M.R.  ■) 
June  1  ;  > 
July  31.  ) 

Lease — Specific  Performance —  Vendor 
and  Purchaser — Construction  of  Covenant — 
Waiver  of  Breach  of  Covenant — Forfeiture, 

On  granting  a  building-lease  for  92) 
years  the  lessee  covenanted  that  he  ufouldf 
within  the  first  five  gears  of  the  term,  buHd 
thirty-four  additional  houses,  of  the  dimen- 
sions therein  mentioned,  and  keep  the  same 
in  repair,  and  the  same  so  repaired,  at  the 
end  or  other  sooner  determination  of  the 
term,  deliver  up  to  the  lessor  and  his  assigns. 
Some  only  of  the  thirty-four  houses  were 
huilt ;  hut  the  lessor,  notwithstanding,  received 
the  rent,  payable  under  the  lease,  for  forty^ 
six  years  afterwards : — Held,  on  a  sale  of 
the  property,  by  public  auction,  by  the 
assignees  in  bankruptcy  of  the  lessee,  thai, 
although  there  had  been  a  waiver  by  the  lessor 
of  the  covenant  to  build,  still  the  covenant  to 
deliver  up  the  houses,  at  the  end  or  sooner 
determination  of  the  term,  continued  in  force, 
and  was  a  valid  objection  to  the  title ;  and 
that  the  purchaser  could  not  be  required  to 
accept  compensation  or  indemnity.  The  dr^ 
cumstance  that  the  purchaser  could  at  any 
time  rid  himself  of  all  liability,  in  respect  of 
the  breach  of  the  covenant,  by  assigning  the 
premises  to  a  pauper,  was  coneidered  no 
reason  for  compelling  the  purchaser  to  accept 
the  title. 

The  bill  was  filed  to  compel  the  specific 
performance  of  a  contract,  for  the  purchase 
of  leasehold  premises,  situate  in  the  borough 
of  Southwark.  The  premises  were  held 
under  a  lease,  dated  the  20th  of  June  1792, 
and  made  between  Temple  West  of  the  one 
part,  and  Lewis  Preston  of  the  other  part, 
by  which,  after  reciting  that  the  said  Lewis 
Preston,  in  or  about  April  1789,  agreed 
for  a  lease,  of  all  that  piece  of  land  situate 
near  .the  King's  Bench  Prison,  in  the  parish 


of  St.  George's,  Soothwaik,  §ot  92)  years, 
from  Christmas  1789  for  the  purpose  of 
erecting  fifty  dwelling-houses  thereon,  sub- 
ject to  the  terms  and  conditions,  and  undo- 
the  yearly  rent,  in  the  said  agreemmt  men* 
tioned ;  and  that  the  said  Lewis  Preston,  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  had  already 
erected  sixteen  of  such  fifty  dwelling-houses 
upon  the  said  piece  of  land,  and  was  desir- 
ous of  having  a  lease  of  the  pxemises  made 
to  him ;  Temple  West,  in  consideration  of 
the  premises,  and  of  the  charges  and  ex- 
penses which  Lewis  Preston  had  been  at  in 
erecting  llie  said  sixteen  dwelling-hou8es,and 
which  he  would  thereafter  be  at  in  erecting 
the  thirty-four  additional  dwelliiig-houses, 
and  of  the  rents  and  covenants  thesein- 
after  mentioned  and  contained,  demised  to 
Lewis  Preston  the  said  piece  of  land  therein 
described,  together  with  the  dwelling-houses 
already  erected  and  thereafter  to  be  erected 
thereon,  for  the  term  of  B9\  years,  at  the 
yearly  rent  of  120/.  for  the  first  year,  and 
157/.  lOs,  for  the  remainder  of  Uie  term; 
and  Lewis  Preston  covenanted  that  he,  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  woidd, 
within  the  first  five  years  of  the  said  term, 
erect,  build,  and  finish  thirty-four  additional 
brick  messuages,  in  the  manner  and  of  the 
dimensions  therein  mentioned,  and  would 
keep  the  same  in  good  repair ;  and  the  same 
BO  repaired  would,  at  the  end  or  other  sooner 
determination  of  the  said  term,  deliver  up 
to  the  said  Temple  West  and  his  assigns. 
The  lease  contained  a  right  of  re-entiy  on 
the  part  of  Temple  West,  or  the  persons 
entided,  for  the  time  being,  to  the  rents,  in 
case  of  non*performance  of  the  covenants  by 
Lewis  Preston,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns.  All  the  additional  thirty-four 
houses  were  not  erected  pursuant  to  the 
covenant  of  Lewis  Preston,  and  the  premises 
afterwards  became  vested  in  the  plaintiffii  as 
the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of  two  persons 
of  the  name  of  Children  and  Woodgate. 

The  premises  were  offered  for  sale  by 
public  auction  on  the  8th  of  May  1840,  and 
by  the  6th  of  the  printed  conditions  of  sale 
it  was  provided,  that  the  vendors  should  not 
be  bound  to  produce  the  agreement,  dated 
in  April  1789,  for  the  original  lease  under 
which  they  held,  it  having  been  lost  or 
mislaid,  and  that  the  receipt  for  ground-rent, 
due  on  the  last  day  of  payment  of  the  same, 
as  reserved  by  the  original  lease,  should  be 
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deemed  sufficient  evidence  of  the  validity  of 
such  original  lease  in  all  respects,  and  be 
considered  as  a  waiver  of  any  forfeiture  of  it. 
The  defendant  became  the  purchaser  at  such 
sale  of  the  premises :  a  reference  was  di- 
rected to  the  Master  as  to  the  title,  who 
reported  that  all  the  thirty*four  additional 
houses  had  not  been  built  pursuant  to  Lewis 
Preston's  covenant ;  and  that  the  defendant, 
by  his  eighth  objection,  had  insisted  that  such 
covenant  to  deliver  up  at  the  end  or  other 
sooner  determination  of  the  term,  thirty-four 
additional  houses,  to  be  built  according  to 
the  said  covenant,  was  an  objection  to  the 
title ;  but  the  sixth  condition  of  sale  of  the 
premises,  having  provided  that  the  receipt 
of  the  ground-rent  due  on  the  last  day  for 
payment  of  the  same  as  reserved  by  the 
original  lease,  (and  which  receipt  had  been 
produced,)  should  be  considered  as  a  waiver 
of  any  forfeiture  of  such  lease,  and  having 
regard  to  the  length  of  time  which  had 
elapsed  since  the  date  of  the  original  lease, 
wxUiout  any  advantage  having  been  taken 
on  account  of  the  breach  of  such  covenant, 
and  the  plaintiff  being  assignees  of  the 
said  lease,  under  title  acquired  subsequent 
to  the  expiration  of  the  period  limited  in 
and  by  the  said  covenant  for  the  building 
of  the  said  houses,  he  was  of  opinion  that 
such  eighth  objection  was  not  an  objection 
to  the  title,  and  that  a  good  title  could  be 
made,  and  was  first  shewn  before  the  filing 
of  the  original  bill.  The  defendant's  eighth 
objection  formed  the  second  of  six  excep- 
tions  taken  by  the  defendant  to  the  Master's 
report. 

Mt»  George  Turner  and  Mr.  Rogers^ 
in  support  of  the  exceptions  to  the  Master's 
report,  contended,  that  the  covenant  to 
deliver  up  the  houses,  properly  repaired,  at 
the  end  of  the  term,  would  render  the  as* 
signee  of  the  lease  (the  covenant  running 
with  the  land)  liable  to  damages  at  law, 
notwithstanding  the  lessor  had,  by  acceptance 
of  rent,  at  the  expiration  of  the  five  years, 
waived  the  covenant  to  build  the  houses  in 
question;  that  the  non*repair  of  the  pre- 
mises was  a  continuing  breach  of  the  cove- 
nant, and  the  lessor  might  at  any  time  take 
advantage  of  it;  and  that  the  defendant 
could  not  be  compelled  to  take  the  premises, 
even  with  compensation,  inasmuch  as  it 
would  be  impossible  to  ascertain  the  con- 
tingent amount  of  damages  to  be  awarded 


by  a  jury  at  a  future  and  distant  period,  for 
breach  of  such  a  covenant  as  the  present. 
The  cases  of 

Sampson  v.  Easterby^  9  B.  &  C.  505. 

Earl  of  Derby  v.  Taylor,  1  East,  502. 

Z)off  dem.  Morecraft  v.  Meux,  4  B.  &  C. 
606 ;  s.c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  K.B.  4. 

Doe  dem.  Ambler  v.  Woodbridge,  9  B.  & 
C.  376 ;  s.c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  K.B.  263. 
were  cited  in  support  of  the  exceptions. 

Mr.  Kindersiey  and  Mr.  Heaihfield, 
contra,  contended  that  the  breadi  of  the 
covenant  to  build  the  additional  houses^ 
within  five  years  from  the  date  of  the  lease, 
had  been  waived  by  the  lessor,  by  his 
receipt  of  rent  for  a  period  of  forty-six 
years ;  and  that  the  lessor  must,  therefore, 
be  considered  as  having  also  waived  the 
covenants  to  repair  and  ddiver  up  the  houses 
in  proper  repair  at  the  end  of  the  term ;  and 
that  no  action  for  forfeiture  could  now  be 
brought ;  that  it  could  never  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  the  lease  that  the 
covenant  to  deliver  up  should  extend  to 
any  houses  save  those  tiiat  had  been  actu- 
ally built  at  the  end  of  the  five  years ;  that 
even  if  the  covenant  to  deliver  up  the  houses 
at  the  end  of  the  term  were  still  in  force, 
still,  according  to  Rowley  v.  Adams  (I), 
the  defendant  might,  at  any  time  before  the 
term  expired,  rid  himself  of  all  liability,  by 
assigning  the  premises  to  a  pauper;  but 
that,  in  reality,  the  covenant  in  question 
only  extended  to  the  delivery  up  at  the  end 
of  die  term  of  whatever  houses  might  there- 
after be  built, 

July  31. — The  Master  of  thb  Rolls, 
after  going  through  the  facts  of  the  case, 
stated,  that  the  lessor  had  not  entered  on  the 
premises,  for  the  breach  of  that  part  of  the 
covenant  committed  by  not  building-  the 
additional  houaea  within  tiie  time  limited  by 
the  lease ;  the  other  parts  of  the  covenant 
being  to  repair  the  houses,  and  to  deliver 
them  up  in  proper  repair  at  the  end  of  the 
term:  that  the  Master  had  not  expressed 
his  opinion  whether  the  covenant  to  deliver 
up  the  houses  in  proper  repair  was  still  in 
force,  but  simply  stated  that  the  covenant  to 
deliver  up  the  houses  was  not  an  objection 
to  the  tide  :  that  it  had  been  argued  for  the 
plaintiffs  that  the  covenant  to  deliver  up 

(1)  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.8.)  Chanc.  34. 
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affected  only  houses  which  should  be  built 
at  the  end  of  the  term,  and  that  the  pur- 
chaser, if  the  covenant  were  of  any  validity, 
might  rid  himself  of  any  liability  arising  out 
of  it,  by  assigning  the  premises  to  a  pauper 
before  the  expiration  of  the  term:  that 
having  carefully  perused  the  covenant,  he 
thought  it  embraced  as  well  the  thirty-four 
additional  houses,  to  be  afterwards  built,  as 
the  sixteen  houses  built  at  the  date  of  the 
lease,  and  could  not  properly  be  limited  to 
the  houses  built  at  the  end  of  the  term ;  and 
the  purchaser  ought  not  to  be  compelled  to 
have  recourse  to  any  such  expedient,  to 
exonerate  himself  from  liability  for  breach 
of  the  covenants,  as  that  suggested  on  be- 
half of  the  plaintiffs.  His  Lordship  then 
expressed  his  opinion  that  the  case  was  not 
a  fit  one  for  either  compensation  or  indem- 
nity, and  that  the  purchaser  could  not  be 
said  to  have  the  proper  enjoyment  of  the 
property  purchased  by  him,  if  at  the  end  of 
the  term  he  would  be  liable  to  be  sued  at  law« 
Exception  to  Master*8  Report  aUowed, 


.R.  ^ 
jr81.) 


RICHARDSON  V*  HASTINGS. 


M 

June 
July 

Production  of  DocumenU — Club. 

Documents  belonging  to  a  club,  a  few  only 
of  the  members  being  parties  to  the  suit,  were 
ordered  to  be  produced  for  the  inspection  of 
the  plainHfff  the  Court  having  previously 
decided  on  demurrer  that  the  other  members 
of  the  club  were  not  necessary  parties*  But 
the  plaintiff  who  was  a  solicitor  and  an 
attorney,  having  brought  an  action  against 
some  of  the  members  with  reference  to  matters 
arising  out  of  the  club  transactionSf  he  was 
required  by  the  Court  to  give  an  undertaking 
not  to  make  use  of  the  documents  when  pro* 
duced  as  evidence  in  support  of  the  action. 

Mr.  Cameron  moved  for  the  production 
of  certain  documents,  admitted  by  the  sche- 
dule to  the  answer  of  two  of  the  three 
defendants  to  be  in  their  possession  (1). 

Mr.  Purvis  and  Mr.  Hubback,  for  the 
defendants,  objected  to  produce  the  docu- 
ments in  the  absence  of  other  parties  in- 
terested therein ;   the  same  not  being  their 

(1)  Fide  anu,  pp.  129  and  142,  for  the  fseU  sod 
objects  of  the  bill 


sole  property,  but  the  property  of  an  insol- 
vent club,  of  which  Uiey  were  memben. 
It  was  further  urged,  that  the  object  of 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  an  attorney  and  a 
solicitor,  in  making  the  motion,  was  to  use 
the  documents  as  evidence  in  an  action  at 
law,  which  he  had  brought  against  certain 
members  of  the  club. 

Murray  v.  Waiter,  Cr.  &  Ph.  114. 

Lopes  V.  Deacon^  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chanc.  311. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  that 
the  defendants  were  bound  to  prodaoe  the 
documents,  it  having  been  decided  that  the 
other  persons  interested  therein  were  not 
necessary  parties  to  the  suit ;  and  as  regarded 
the  objection,  that  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a 
solicitor,  might  make  use  of  the  documents 
in  the  action  recentiy  commenced  by  him, 
he  must  undertake  not  to  do  so. 


E,  V.C.    \ 
.  10.         / 


THOMPSON  V.  COOPER. 


K.  Bruce 
July  9 

Executor — Creditor — Right  to  Retain. 

A.  died  in  March  1889,  intestate,  and 
indebted  to  B ;  and  C.  took  out  admimstrO' 
tion  to  A.  B.  died  in  September  1840, 
having  made  C.  one  of  his  executors ;  and 
C.  proved  the  will : — Held,  that  C.  had  a 
right  to  retain^  out  of  A*s  assets,  the  deli  due 
to  him  as  executor  of  B. 

Mr.  Porter  died  on  the  24th  of  March 
1839,  intestate  and  indebted,  and,  on  the 
27th  of  April  1 839,  administration  of  his 
estate  was  granted  to  the  defendant  Cooper, 
who  was  a  creditor  of  the  intestate. 

A  creditors'  bill  was  filed,  in  1841,  against 
the  defendant  Cooper.  Cooper,  by  lus  an- 
swer, stated  that  the  intestate  had  been 
indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  27  H. ;  and 
also  stated  that  the  intestate  had  been  in- 
debted to  one  Cavan  in  400/. ;  that  Cavan 
had  died  on  the  23rd  of  September  1840, 
having,  by  his  will,  appoint^  his  widow, 
Mrs.  Cavan,  Mr.  Bell,  and  the  defendant 
his  executors,  and  that  these  executors  in 
the  month  of  December  1840,  proved  the 
will ;  and  he  claimed  the  right  to  retain  the 
debt  due  to  himself  personally,  and  the 
debt  to  him  as  executor  of  Cavan. 
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The  cause  was  Keardy  and  the  ordinary 
decree  was  made,  whereby  the  nsaal  ac- 
counts of  the  debts  and  the  personal  estate 
of  the  mteatate  were  ordered  to  be  taken ; 
iiflid  whereby  the  estate  of  the  intestate  was 
directed  to  be  applied  in  a  due  conrse  of 
admhiis  tnition  • 

In  the  course  of  taking  the  accounts 
before  the  Master,  the  defendant  having 
praferred  the  claims  of  retainer  set  up  in 
his  answer,  the  Master  gave  his  certificate, 
allowing  certain  interrogatories  to  be  exhi- 
bited for  the  examination  of  the  defendant, 
for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  he  had 
agreed  with  the  other  creditora  to  waive  his 
right  of  retainer.  To  this  certificate  the 
defendmt  excepted,  and  the  exception  having 
been  set  down  before  Y.  C.  Knight  Bruce, 
His  Honour  allowed  it,  on  the  authority  of 
Spicer  v.  James  {I),  in  which  case  it  was 
decided  that,  under  a  common  decree  against 
an  administrator,  the  Master  was  not  en- 
titled to  go  into  the  consideration  of  trans- 
actions between  the  administrator  and  the 
other  creditors  affecting  the  administrator's 
right  of  retainer. 

The  Master,  by  his  report,  found  that 
the  above-mentioned  debt  of  2712.  was  due 
to  the  defendant ;  and  that  the  above-men- 
tioned debt  of  400  J.  was  due  to  the  executors 
of  Cavan. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  direc- 
tions. 

jifr.  JtuBseU  and  Mr»  Shehbeare,  for  the 
plaintiff. — The  defendant  is  not  entitled  to 
retain  the  debt  due  to  Cavan.  This  is  not 
an  ordinary  case  of  retainer.  It  appears 
that  the  intestate  died  in  March  1 839.  Cavan 
was  then  alive,  and,  having  lived  until  Sep- 
tember 1H40,  he  might  at  any  time  between 
March  1889  and  September  1840  have 
sued  for  the  debt,  but  abstained  irom  so 
doing.  This  case  is  diffeient  from  all  other 
cases  of  retainer. 

Mr.  Koe  and  Mr*  Prior ,  for  the  defen- 
dant, in  favour  of  the  proposition  that  the 
defendant  had  a  right  to  retain,  read  a 
passage  from  1  Roll.  Abr.  922,  citing  a 
case  o£  Burnet  v.  Dixe,  the  effect  of  which  is 
as  follows  :*-«''  If  A.  be  indebted  to  B.  and 
C.  by  several  obligations,  and  dies ;  and  D. 
takes  out  administration  to  A,  and  then  B. 
Bdakes  D.  his  executor  and  dies,  D.  may 


retain  goods  which  he  has  as  administrator 
to  A,  to  satisfy  the  debt  due  to  him  as  exe- 
cutor of  B."  They  referred  also  to  Btirdet  v. 
Pix  (2),  probably  the  same  case  as  Burnet 
V.  Dixe, 

Knight  Bruce,  V.  C, — On  principle 
and  authority,  I  must  allow  the  retainer  on 
each  of  these  sums;  considering  that  the 
authority  of  the  case  of  Spicer  v.  James 
prevents  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case 
from  being  considered  without  a  rehearing. 


,V.C.   \ 
f3.  J 


REED  V,  FREER. 


K.  Bruce 
July  23 

Mortgage —  Costs. 

A  suit  teas  instituted  to  administer  the 
estate  of  a  testator,  who  had  appointed  A,  B, 
8^  C.  his  executors ;  and  a  decree  was  made 
therein.  After  the  decree  A,  B,  ^  C.  lent 
money,  forming  part  of  the  estate  of  their 
testator,  to  N,  on  mortgage,  N.  not  having 
any  notice  at  the  time  of  their  character  of 
executors,  or  of  any  suit,  or  any  decree 
affecting  the  money.  After  the  mortgage,  the 
title  deeds  of  the  mortgaged  estates  were,  in 
pursuance  of  an  order  made  in  the  suit,  de- 
posited in  the  Master's  office,  N,  paid  off 
the  mortgage  debt: — Held,  that  N,  was 
entitled  to  be  paid,  by  the  mortgagees,  the 
costs  attending  the  getting  of  the  title-deeds 
out  of  the  Master* s  office. 

This  was  a  suit  to  administer  the  estate 
of  a  testator,  who  had  left  Freer,  Cooper, 
and  Hallam  his  executors ;  and  in  February 
1839,  the  ordinary  decree  was  made. 

In  October  1840  Richard  Newman  mort- 
gaged an  estate  to  Freer,  Cooper,  and 
Hallam,  in  consideration  of  a  sum  of  money, 
which  formed  part  of  their  testator's  estate ; 
and  the  title-deeds  belonging  to  the  mort- 
gaged property  were  delivered  to  them. 
The  mortgagees  were  not  described  as  exe- 
cutors in  the  mortgage  deed,  nor  did  this 
deed  take  any  notice  of  the  will  of  the  tes- 
tator or  the  suit. 

By  an  order,  dated  in  August  1842,  made 
in  the  suit.  Freer,  Cooper,  and  Hallam  were 
ordered  to  leave  all  the  deeds  and  docu- 


(1)  2Myl.&K.387. 
New  Series,  XIII. — Chanc. 


(2)  2  Brownl.  50. 
3H 
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nients  relating  to  their  testator^s  estate  (in- 
cluding the  deeds  relating  to  the  mortgaged 
property)  in  the  Master's  ofEce ;  and  they 
were,  accordingly,  deposited  there. 

In  the  beginning  of  the  year  1 844,  Richard 
Newman,  being  desirous  of  paying  off  the 
mortgage,  gave  notice  thereof  to  the  execu- 
tors, and  in  June  1844  paid  to  them  the 
money  due  on  the  mortgage. 

Richard  Newman  now  presented  a  peti- 
tion, stating  the  above  facts,  and  also  stating 
that  he  was  not  aware  of  the  existence  of 
the  suit,  and  that  he  had  had  no  notice  of 
the  decree  at  the  time  the  money  was  lent 
and  the  mortgage  made ;  that  he  had  not 
then  heard  of  anv  suit  or  decree,  and  that 
he  had  no  reason  to  believe  that  there  was 
any  such ;  and  that  the  executors  had  de- 
clined to  procure  the  deeds  for  him ;  and 
praying  that  the  deeds  might  be  delivered 
to  him  out  of  the  Master's  ofBce,  and  that 
he  might  have  the  costs  of  the  application. 

The  statements  of  the  petitioner  were 
verified  by  affidavit. 

Mr,  Prior  J  for  the  petitioner. 

Mr.  Harwoodf  for  the  executors,  con- 
tended that  the  mortgagor  ought  to  pay  the 
costs,  and  cited  Wether  ell  y,  Collins  {I). 

Mr,  Lovat,  for  the  other  parties. 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C. — This  is  the  case 
of  a  mortgage  made  to  three  persons  who 
were  not  mentioned  or  described  in  the 
mortgage  deed  to  be  executors,  or  described 
in  any  particular  manner  whatsoever.  The 
mortgage  was  made  without  the  mortga- 
gor's knowing  that  there  was  any  decree  or 
suit  relating  to  the  estate,  of  which  the 
money  lent  was  a  part.  I  do  not  refer  to  the 
constructive  notice  to  all  the  world,  inferred 
from  a  lis  pendens^  but  there  was  no  real 
or  substantial  notice  of  any  decree  or  suit 
relating  to  the  estate,  part  of  which  was 
advanced  by  the  executors.  After  the 
mortgage  had  been  made,  the  mortgagees 
and  other  persons,  unknown  to  the  mort- 
gagor, thought  it  right  that  the  deeds  relat- 
ing to  the  testator's  estate,  and,  among 
them,  the  title-deeds  of  the  mortgagor, 
should  be  placed  in  a  certain  place  of  de- 
posit, that  deposit  being  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  the  deeds  were  ordered  to 
be  placed  there  by  an  order  of  the  Court. 

(1)  3  Mad.  255. 


The  mortgagor  afterwards  gave  notiee  to  the 
mortgagees  of  his  desire  to  pay  off  the. 
mortgage,  and  to  receive  back  Ins  deeds ; 
the  mortgagees  rtceived  the  notice^  bat'were 
unable  to  give  him  the  deeds  by  reason  of 
their  being  deposited  in  court.  The  mort- 
gagor then  applied  to  the  mortgagees  to  get 
an  order  from  the  Court  for  the  delivery  of 
the  deeds.  They  refused  to  do  so,  and  die 
mortgagor  was  obliged  himself  to  apply. 
It  is  now  said  that  the  mortgagor  must  bear 
the  expense  of  getting  the  deeds  out  of  the 
Master's  office.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  quite, 
consistently  with  the  case  of  fVeihereU  v. 
Collins,  and  the  case  of  Burden  v.  Old' 
aker{2),  recently  decided  in  this  court, 
from  which  the  present  is  distinguishable,  I 
may  give  the  mortgagor  the  costs  of  this 
application. 

An  order  was  made  that  the  mortgagor 
should  have  the  deeds,  and  that  the  mort- 
gagees should  pay  the  costs,  without  pre- 
judice to  how  these  costs  should  be  ulti- 
mately borne. 


M.R.        / 

y  11, 15.  \ 


YOUNG  C.  WHITE. 
WHITE  V.  YOUNO. 


July 

Vendor  and  Purchaser — Agency — Lia- 
hiliiy  of  Principal — Payment  of  Purchase^ 
money, 

Y,  being  the  owner  of  a  freehold  estate  of 
the  valve  of  920^,  subject  to  a  mortgage  for 
700^.,  authorized  his  solicitor  and  confident 
Hal  agents  R,  to  sell  the  same  ( R.  having 
been  on  many  previous  occasions  employed 
by  Y,  to  obtain  monies  for  him),  and  out  of 
the  purchase-money  to  pay  off  the  mortgage 
debt.  In  November  1 840,  R,  entered  into  a 
contract  in  writing  with  fV,  for  sale  of  the 
estate  for  9201.  Some  time  prior  to  the  date 
of  the  contract,  R,  borrowed  the  sums  of 
4001,  and  1501.  of  W,for  the  use  of  Y,  hut 
without  Y^s  authority;  but  neither  of  thowe 
sums,  nor  the  mortgage  for  7001,,  were  men- 
Honed  or  referred  to  in  the  contract  for  sale. 
On  the  execution  of  the  contract,  fV.paidtoR, 
a  sum  of  300/.,  on  account  of  and  as  part  of 
the  purchase-money,  for  which  R»  gave  JV. 
a  receipt.  On  the  completion  of  the  pur^ 
chase  (the  2eth  of  March  IS41J  R,  made 

(2)  Ante,  p.  240;  «nd  see  Capper  v.  Terrington, 
ante,  p.  2^9. 


TRINITY  TERM,  1844. 


419 


owt  two  accounts^  one  with  W.  {whose  agent 
R.  was  in  this  transaction),  and  the  other 
with  Y,  In  the  account  with  W,  R,  debited 
him  with  the  whole  amount  of  the  purchase- 
money  (920/.),  and  gave  him  credit  for 
several  sums,  and,  amongst  others,  the  before- 
mentioned  sums  of  4001,,  being  cash  advanced 
by  W.  to  R,  in  September  1839,  and  150/., 
aisQ  cash  advanced  to  R,  on  the  IQth  of  July 
1840,'afu2  the  smaU  balance  appearing  from 
thai  account  to  be  due  from  fV.  in  respect  of 
his  purchase  was  paid  by  him  to  R,  In  the 
aeeountmade  out  by  R.  with  Y,  and  forwarded 
to  Y,  the  whole  purdhase-money  was  stated 
to  have  been  received  by  R,  and  part  thereof 
to  have  been  applied  by  R.  in  payment  of  the 
mortgage  of  700/.,  and  other  part  in  payment 
of  R*s  bill  of  costs  (naming  the  amount  and 
particulars),  leaving  a  balance  in  R*s  hands 
of\2SL  Y,  gave  credit  to  R's  statement, 
and  executed  a  conveyance,  prepared  by  R, 
of  the  estate  to  W,  and  signed  the  usual  re- 
ceipt for  the  purchase-money,  indorsed  on  the 
back  of  the  conveyance.  The  conveyance 
was  returned  by  Y,  to  R,  who  forwarded  it 
on  the  \Oth  of  April  1841  to  W .—Held, 
that  the  sums  of  4001,  and  1501. ,  advanced 
to  R,  previously  to  the  date  of  the  contract, 
could  not  be  considered  as  payments  properly 
made  in  satisfaction  of  that  amount  of  the 
purchase-money. 

H.  T.  Young,  being  the  owner  of  a  free- 
hold farm,  situate  at  fiadnage,  in  the  county 
of  Buckingham,  gave  authority  to  his  soli- 
citor and  confidential  agent,  John  Rumsey, 
to  sell  the  same,  which  he  did,  fox  920/.,  and 
entered  into  the  following  agreement  with 
Joseph  White,  the  purchaser,  viz. : — 

"  Memorandum  of  agreement  made  and 
entered  into  this  11th  day  of  November 
1840,  between  John  Rumsey,  of  High  Wy- 
combe, Bucks,  solicitor,  agent  for  the  Rev. 
Henry  Tufnell  Young,  of  Wormingford,  in 
the  county  of  Essex,  clerk,  of  the  one  part, 
and  Joseph  White,  of  Chipping  Wycombe, 
in  the  said  county  of  Bucks,  mealman,  of 
the  other  part,  whereby  the  said  John  Rum- 
sey,  as  such  agent  as  aforesaid,  agrees  to 
selly  and  the  said  Joseph  White  agrees  to 
purchase,  for  the  sum  of  920/.,  all  that 
estate  situate  at  Radnage,  in  the  said  county 
of  Bucks,  containing  by  estimation  twenty- 
three  acres  and  thirty  perches,  together  with 
all  the  homestead  or  cottage  thereto  belong- 


ing, now  or  late  in  the  occupation  of  John 
Stone,  or  his  under-tenants,  together  with 
the  rights,  members,  and  appurtenances  to 
the  same  premises  belonging  or  appertain- 
ing; and  the  said  John  Rumsey,  as  such 
agent  as  aforesaid,  doth  hereby  agree  within 
one  month  from  the  date  hereof  to  make 
and  deliver  unto  the  said  Joseph  White  or 
his  solicitor,  at  the  costs  of  the   said  John 
Rumsey,  as  such  agent  as  aforesaid,  an  ab- 
stract of  title  of  him,  the  said  Henry  T. 
Young,  to  the  said  estate ;  and  also  that  the 
said  John  Rumsey,  as  such  agent  as  afore- 
said, and  all  other  necessary  parties  shall 
and  will  on  or  before  the  25th  of  March 
next,  on  receiving  of  and  from  the   said 
Joseph  White,  the  said  sum  of  920/.,  at  the 
like  costs  of  the  said  John  Rumsey,  as  such 
agent  as  aforesaid,  convey  the  fee  simple  of 
the  said  estate  unto  the  said  Joseph  White, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  free  from  all  incum- 
brances ;  and  the  said  Joseph  White  agrees 
with  the  said  John  Rumsey,  as  such  agent 
as  aforesaid,  on  the  execution  of  such  con- 
veyance, to  pay  the  said  sum  of  920/.  unto 
the  said  John  Rumsey,  as  such   agent  as 
aforesaid,  or  to  the  said  H.  T.  Young,  his 
executors  or  administrators ;  all  outgoings  to 
be  paid  by  the  said  John  Rumsey,  as  such 
agent  as  aforesaid,  to  the  25th  of  March 
next,   from  which   time    the   said  Joseph 
White  is  to  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and  pro- 
fits.    That  if  the  conveyance  shall  not  be 
executed  by  the  necessary  parties,  and  the 
purchase-money  paid  on  or  before  the  said 
25th  of  March,  the  said  Joseph  White  to 
pay  interest  on  the  purchase-money,  after 
the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum.     All 
deeds  of  covenant  or  any  attested  copies  of 
deeds,  should  the  same  be  required,  as  all 
copies   of  wills,  administrations,  or    other 
proceedings,  and  all  registered  certificates  of 
marriage,  baptism  or  deaths,  or  any  other 
evidence  which  may  be  required  in  verifica- 
tion of  the  abstract  of  the  title  or  otherwise, 
to  be  borne  and  paid  for  by  the  said  John 
Rumsey,  as  such  agent  as  aforesaid." 

At  the  date  of  the  contract,  the  premises 
were  subject  to  a  mortgage  debt  of  700/. 
to  John  Eeles,  created  by  an  indenture  of 
demise,  dated  the  15th  of  March  1836,  for 
the  term  of  five  hundred  years,  and  also  to 
another  mortgage  debt  for  200/.,  secured  to 
John  Rumsey,  by  indentures  of  lease  and 
release  of  the  1 1th  and  12th  of  April  1838, 
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and  by  which  a  power  of  sale  over  the  pre- 
mises was  given  to  Rumsey,  on  default  of 
payment  of  that  sum,  but  never  exercised. 
It  was  intended  by  Rumsey  that  the  agree- 
ment for  the  purchase  should  be  signed  by 
the  parties  on  the  10th  of  November  1840; 
and  on  that  day  Rumsey  wrote  to  White  as 
follows  : — "  Mr.  Rumsey  presents  his  best 
respects  to  Mr.  White,  and  informs  him  the 
agreement  is  now  ready.  Mr.  Rumsey  will 
be  glad  if  Mr.  White  could  contrive  to  ad- 
vance 3001.  for  Mr.  Y.  If  Mr.  White 
should  want  any  portion  before  the  purchase 
is  completed,  Mr.  Rumsey  will  let  Mr. 
White  have  the  cash ;  any  day  after  the 
20th  Mr.  R.  will  send  Mr.  White  the  cash. 
High  Wycombe,  November  10th,  1840.  If 
Mr.  White  could  make  it  convenient  to  call 
at  the  office  at  four  o'clock,  Mr.  R.  will 
meet  him  to  sign  the  agreement."  White 
being  unable  to  call  at  the  office  of  Rumsey 
as  requested,  Rumsey,  on  the  11th  of  No- 
vember, sent  to  White  the  agreement,  who 
executed  one  part,  and  paid  the  derk  of 
Rumsey,  on  account  of  Young,  8002. ,  and 
the  part  of  the  agreement  signed  by  Rumsey, 
with  a  receipt  for  the  3007.,  was  thereupon 
handed  to  White.  On  the  same  day  Rum- 
sey wrote,  and  sent  to  White  the  following 
note : — "  Mr.  Rumsey 's  respects  to  Mr. 
White,  and  informs  Mr.  White  that  he  will 
require  352.  more  for  the  Rev.  H.  T.  Young, 
if  Mr.  White  can  spare  the  same.  Mr. 
Rumsey  will  explain  to  Mr.  White,  if  he 
will  call  at  his  office  about  two  o'clock,  why 
he  desires  Mr.  White  to  make  the  advance. 
Mr.  White  will  perhaps  send  the  same  per 
bearer.  If  Mr.  White  should  require  the 
money  again,  or  any  part,  Mr.  Rumsey  will 
let  Mr.  White  have  the  same.  Castle  Hill, 
Wycombe,  November  11th,  1840."  In  con- 
sequence of  the  last-mentioned  note.  White 
sent  the  sum  of  S5L  to  Rumsey,  on  account 
of  Young,  by  the  bearer  of  the  note,  and  on 
the  25th  of  March  1841  he  took  possession 
of  the  premises,  by  the  direction  of  Rumsey, 
who  had  previously  told  the  tenant  thereof 
that  White  had  purchased  the  same,  and 
was  entitled  to  the  rents  as  from  the  25th  of 
March  1841.  On  the  26th  of  March  1841, 
White  went  to  the  office  of  Rumsey,  to  com- 
plete the  purchase,  when  Rumsey  produced 
to  him  an  account,  by  which  it  appeared 
that,  inclusive  of  two  sums  of  4002.  and 
150/.  received  by  Rumsey  from  White  on 


the  27th  of  September  1839,  and  July  16tfa 
1840,  respectively,  for  which,  as  also  for 
interest  thereon,  credit  was  ^van  to  White 
by  Rumsey,  on  account  of  Young,  there 
was  a  balance  due  from  White  of  82. 14«.  d^nf. 
which  he  immediately  paid,  but  he  did  not 
receive  the  conveyance  of  the  premiaea  antil 
the  10th  of  April  1841,  which  was  about 
two  days  before  Rumsey  abaoonded,  pre- 
viously to  which  time  White  never  suspected 
that,  at  the  date  of  the  agreement,  the  pre- 
mises were  subject  to  the  mortgage  debts  of 
7002.  and  2002.,  and  had  no  knowledge 
thereof,  previously  to  the  completion  of  his 
purchase.  The  sum  of  2002.  was  satiafied 
to  Rumsey,  on  the  1st  of  October  1840. 
Rumsey  was  not  the  confidential  agent  or 
solicitor  of  White,  and  never  acted  as  his 
agent  or  solicitor,  except  in  the  transactions 
with  reference  to  the  present  purdiase. 
With  regard  to  the  sums  of  4002.  and  1502. 
it  appeared  that  in  and  previous  to  Sep- 
tember 1889,  Rumsey  conversed  with  White 
relative  to  the  estate  at  Radnage,  and  sug- 
gested the  purchase  tliereof,  by  White  ;  uiid 
in  September  1889,  Rumsey,  as  alleged 
by  White,  in  his  answer,  requested  WUte 
to  make  a  temporary  advance  of  4002.  for 
Young's  use,  which  White  agreed  to  do, 
and  accordingly  paid  4002.  to  Rumsey  on 
the  27th  of  September  1889,  on  account 
of  Young,  and  Rumsey  then  gave  White 
his  promissory  note  for  the  amount,  and 
deposited  widi  White  the  deed  of  the 
12th  of  April  1888,  (although  White  never 
looked  at  or  examined  the  same,)  as  a  secu- 
rity for  the  repayment  of  the  sum  of  4002. 
and  interest;  and  on  the  16th  of  July  1840, 
White,  at  Rumsey's  request,  as  alleged  by 
White's  answer,  advanced  tiie  further  sum 
of  1502.  to  Rumsey,  for  the  use  of  Young; 
and  on  the  same  day  Rumsey  wrote  and 
sent  the  following  note  to  White  .-^— 

"  Mr.  Rumsey  presents  his  best  respects 
to  Mr.  White,  and  begs  to  acknowledge  the 
receipt  of  1502.  paid  him  on  Thursday,  16th 
of  June  Inst.,  to  be  returned  on  demand, 
with  interest.  Mr.  Rumsey  will  thank  Mr. 
White  to  send  him  the  deed  and  note  of  hand 
Mr.  R.  gave  Mr.  White  the  other  day,  as 
Mr.  Rumsey  has  to  prepare  a  notice  of  it. 
Mr.  R.  will  see  Mr.  White  on  Monday  and 
explain  the  matter,  as  also  will  talk  about 
Mr.  Young's  farm.  Castle  Hill,  Saturday 
afternoon,  July  16,   1840."     White  being 
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from  home  when  die  note  was  delivered  at 
his  house,  his  wife  returned  the  deed  to 
Rumsey,  but  not  the  note,  which  could  not 
be  found*  There  was  no  proof  that  the  two 
sums  of  4002.  and  150/.  were  appropriated 
by  Rumsey  to  the  use  of  Young,  or  borrowed 
by  his  authority :  indeed,  the  contrary  was 
alleged  by  Young's  answer.  On  the  26th 
of  March  1841,  Rumsey  wrote  and  sent  to 
Young  a  letter,  as  follows :  "  My  dear  sir, 
Some  time  since  I  sent  you  the  conveyance 
£tom  yoQiself  to  Mr.  Joseph  White.  I  find  on 
reference  to  your  accounts  that  the  last  in- 
terest was  paid  (at  least  that  I  know  of) 
in  March  1839,  so  that  there  would  be  two 
years  due  to  the  mortgagee,  that  is,  principal 
and  interest,  770/.  to  Lady-day ;  and  as  by 
the  agreement  with  Mr.  Joseph  White  you 
wefe  to  pay  the  expense  of  the  conveyance 
the  net  balance  payable  to  you  out  of  the 
920/.  will  be  as  inclosed ;  and  if  you  will 
be  so  good  as  to  get  some  attorney  to  witness 
your  signing  the  deeds  I  sent  to  you,  and  will 
return  them  to  me,  giving  me  your  directions 
how  you  will  have  the  balance  disposed  of, 
I  will  pay  it.  I  remain,  my  dear  sir,  yours 
truly,  John  Rumsey.  High  Wycombe, 
March  26,  1841.'*  And  in  the  last-men- 
tioned letter  was  inclosed  the  following  ac- 
count, viz. : — 

£.    t.    d. 

Porchase- money • 920    0    0 

Prineipal  and  interest  on 

Mortgage    770    0    0 

Costs  of  Conyeyanoe  as  by 

Bill 27    0    0 

797    0    0 
123     0    0 

and  also  the  bill  of  costs  and  charges  for 
business  done,  with  reference  to  the  purchase 
and  conveyance  of  the  premises,  in  which 
were  contained  chaiges  for  drawing  an  assign- 
ment by  Eeles  of  the  mortgage  term  of  500 
years,  and  ingrossing  the  same  and  attending 
the  execution  thereof  by  Eeles ;  but  the  con- 
veyance to  White  by  Young  of  the  premises, 
contained  no  allusion  to  or  recital  of  Eeles's 
mortgage,  and  was  executed  by  Young  under 
the  belief  that  Rumsey  had  received  the 
purchase-money  from  White,  a  receipt  for 
which,  indorsed  on  the  conveyance,  was  at 
the  same  time  signed  by  Young,  who  return- 
ed the  conveyance  to  Rumsey.  In  May, 
Rumsey,  who  was  in  insolvent  circumstances. 


became  a  bankrupt  and  went  abroad.  Young, 
after  discovery  of  the  fraudulent  conduct  of 
Rumsey,  in  the  month  of  January  1842, 
filed  his  bill  against  White,  seeking  the  pay- 
ment to  him  by  White  of  the  balance  of  620/. 
and  interest  thereon,  from  the  25th  of  March 

1841,  and  offering  to  pay  off  the  mortgage 
debt  of  700Z.  and  interest,  and  to  procure  the 
mortgage  term  of  500  years  to  be  assigned 
or  surrendered,  and  the  mortgage  to  Rumsey 
to  be  reconvey  ed  to  White.  On  ^e  8  th  of  June 

1842,  White  filed  a  cross  bill  against  Young, 
praying  that  he  might  be  decreed  to  perform 
his  contract  for  sale,  and  his  covenants 
and  agreements  contained  in  the  indenture 
of  the  25th  of  March  1841,  and  to  procure 
the  conveyance  of  the  hereditaments  and  the 
fee  simple  thereof,  free  from  incumbrances 
to  the  use  of  White  and  his  heirs,  and  to  de- 
liver up  the  deeds  of  the  15  th  of  March  1836, 
and  the  llth  and  12th  of  April  1838. 

The  two  causes  having  come  on  to  be 
heard,  the  question  was,  whether  Young  was 
bound  by  the  three  payments  of  400Z.,  1502., 
and  35/.  made  by  White  to  Rumsey. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr,  Roundell  Palmer^ 
for  Young,  contended,  that  Young  was  not 
bound  by  the  payments  of  400/.  and 
150/.,  which  were  made  without  reference 
to  the  agreement  for  sale  of  the  premises, 
and  on  the  sole  security  of  Rumsey,  and 
without  any  authority  obtained  from  Young, 
who  executed  the  conveyance  and  gave  his 
indorsed  receipt  for  the  purchase-money, 
under  the  belief  that  White  had,  subsequently 
to  the  date  of  the  contract,  duly  paid  the 
whole  of  the  purchase- money  to  Rumsey ; 
that  even  if  the  sums  of  400/.  and  150/.  had 
been  actually  due  from  Young  to  White,  of 
which  there  was  no  evidence,  they  could  not 
have  been  matterof  set-off  against  the  pur- 
chase-money, a  set-off  not  destroying  a  lien 
except  by  special  contract — Pinnock  v.  Har* 
risan  (1). 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  B.  Parry,  for 
White,  contended,  that  the  signature  of  the 
receipt  by  Young  indorsed  on  the  purchase- 
deed  for  the  purchase-money,  Rumsey  being 
admitted  to  be  his  confidential  solicitor,  was 
an  approval  and  confirmation  of  the  previous 
transactions  between  Rumsey  and  White, 
and  that  Young  was  bound  thereby. 

(1)8  Mee.  &  W  els.  532 ;  a.  e.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n . a.) 
Exch. 187. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. — This  is 
one  of  those  cases  in  which  two  persons, 
apparently  of  perfect  integrity,  dealing  with 
one  another  through  the  medium  of  an  agent, 
a  member  of  the  profession,  find  themselves 
made  the  victims  of  a  gross  fraud  designedly 
practised  upon  them ;  and  the  question  is, 
which  of  the  two  is  to  suffer.  The  plaintiff 
Young  was  the  owner  of  an  estate  which 
was  subject  to  a  mortgage  for  700Z.  to  a 
person  of  the  name  of  Eeles.  It  appears  that 
the  whole  value  of  the  estate  was  920^  The 
plaintiff  employed  John  Rurasey  as  his 
agent,,  and  as  solicitor  in  this  and  several 
other  matters  ;  and  Rumsey  was  employed 
to  raise  money  for  him  upon  several  occa- 
sions, and  made  advances  to  him  for  his 
convenience.  It  appears,  that  as  early  as 
the  year  1837,  Young  entertained  some 
notion  of  selling  the  estate.  There  is  nothing 
to  shew  whether  Young  had  altered  his 
original  intention,  or  whether  he  had  con- 
tinued the  same  intention,  without  inter- 
ruption, from  June  1837*  A  letter  has 
been  produced,  which  I  leave  entirely  out 
of  consideration  in  this  case.  Rumsey 
having  become  his  creditor  in  the  month  of 
April  1838,  Young  executed  to  him  a 
mortgage  in  fee  of  this  property  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  200^.,  which  sum  being 
added  to  the  700ii.  owing  upon  the  prior 
mortgage  to  Mr.  Eeles,  makes  900/.,  the 
value  of  the  estate  being,  it  is  said,  920L 
That  mortgage  to  Rumsey  contained  a 
power  of  sale,  which  does  not  appear  ever 
to  have  been  acted  upon  ;  but  Rumsey  no 
doubt,  upon  giving  proper  notice,  might 
have  sold  the  estate ;  and  considering  the 
footing  upon  which  he  was  with  Young,  it 
might  have  been  done  at  any  time ;  but  it 
was  not  done.  In  the  month  of  September 
1839,  the  defendant  White  says,  that  Rum- 
sey communicated  to  him  some  notion 
respecting  the  sale  of  the  estate.  In  the 
month  of  September  1839,  White  advanced 
the  sum  of  400/.  to  Rumsey,  and  paid  that 
sum  into  his  hands,  though  the  proof  is  not 
very  distinct :  but  there  seems  no  reason  to 
doubt  the  truth  of  that  matter ;  and  White 
says,  according  to  the  representation  made 
by  Rumsey,  that  tliis  sum  was  borrowed  for 
the  use  of  Young.  The  repayment  of  it, 
however,  was  secured  by  a  promissory  note  of 
Rumsey,  and  by  a  deposit  of  that  mortgage- 
deed  which  Rumsey  held  for  the  repayment 


of  200/.  to  him ;  and  it  does  not  appear  thai 
White  asked  for  or.  received  any   sort  of 
proof   that  Rumsey  had    authority   from 
Young  to  borrow  this  sum  of  400/.    There 
is  no  room  to  doubt  the  statement  made  by 
White  that  Rumsey  so  represented.     The 
merits  of  the  case  are  not  affected  by  it,  one 
way  or  the  other.     On  the  16th  of  July 
1840,  another  sum  of  150/.  appears  to  have 
been  advanced  by  White  to  Rumsey.  Upon 
this  occasion,   as  on    the   former,   White 
states   that  Rumsey  said  the  money  was 
borrowed  for  the  use  of  Young  on  a  note  in 
writing,  which  is  not  produced.     Whether 
there  was  a  note  in  writing  or  not  does  not 
appear.     This  was  upon  die  representation 
of  Rumsey  alone,  no  authority  from  Young 
being  asked  for,  and  no  receipt  from  Rumsey 
being  asked  for.     Now  the  sum  of  150/. 
was  received  by  Rumsey,  and  he  acknow- 
ledged the  receipt  of  it  by  a  letter  written 
by  him  on  the  1 8th  of  July  ;  and  no  doubt, 
from  the  expressions  contained  in-  that  note, 
Rumsey  had    some  communication    with 
White  about  Young's  estate.     Considering, 
now,  Rumsey  to  be  a  person  acting  fraudu- 
lently, and  intending  to  take  advantage  of 
any  person  he  could,  it  would  not  be  sur- 
prising he  had  made  such  representations  of 
the  sale,  as  to  induce  White  to  believe  that 
that  sale  was  taking  place,  and  that,  although 
no  contracts  were  entered  into,  there  might 
be  some  contract  that  those  sums  (advanced, 
as  he  said,  for  the  use  of  Young,)  might  be 
brought  into  account.      In  the  month  of 
November  1840,  it  appears,  that  indepen- 
dently of  the  power  of  sale  given  by  the 
deed   executed    to    Rumsey,   Young  had 
authorized  Rumsey  to  sell  the  estate,  and 
not  only  to  do  so,  but  had  also  authorized 
him  to  receive  the  purchase-money ;  and  in 
consequence  of  that  authority,  a  contract 
was  entered  into,  and  signed  by  Rumsey, 
as  the  agent  of  White,  dated  the  11th  of 
November  1840.     This  is  a  contract  said 
to  be  (and  I  think  it  is)  a  contract,  which, 
according  to  the  nature  of  these  dealings,  is 
not  usually  to  the  advantage  of  the  vendor. 
The  agreement  was,  that  White  should  pay 
to  Rumsey,  on  the  execution  of  the  con- 
veyance, 920/. :  all  the  expenses  and  out- 
goings were  to  be  paid  by   the   vendor. 
Now,  this  contract  takes  no  notice  whatever 
of  any  sums  of  money  paid  before  the  date 
of  it ;  does  not  refer  to  any  sum  whatever 
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advanced  or  paid  by  White  to  Young  or 
Rumsey.  On  the  day  before  it  was  signed, 
ue.  the  10th  of  November  1840,  Rumsey 
having  authority  to  receive  the  purchase- 
money,  writes  a  letter  to  White.  [Here  his 
Lordship  read  the  letter  which  is  already 
stated.]  That  letter  is  dated  the  10th  of 
November — ^a  singular  mode  of  part  pay- 
ment of  a  personal  contract  He  says,  that 
he  requests  a  sum  of  300/.  immediately, 
and  then  he  says,  he  will  return  any  part 
after  the  20th, — shewing  that  he  wanted  a 
loan  for  a  time,  that  time  being  from  the 
10th  to  about  the  20th  of  November.  This 
would  seem  to  be  a  common  way  of  Rum- 
sey to  get  advances,  on  promises  to  repay 
in  a  certain  short  time.  I  cannot  look  at 
this  circumstance  without  discovering  the 
fraudulent  intentions  of  Rumsey  ;  and  it  is 
now  to  be  determined  who  shall  suffer  for 
the  fraud.  He,  however,  had  authority  to 
receive  that  money ;  he  requests  the  money 
to  be  paid  in  advance,  and  on  the  following 
day,  when  the  contract  was  signed,  this  sum 
of  300/.  was  paid;  and  annexed  to  the 
contract  was  a  receipt  as  to  that  300/., 
being  part  of  the  consideration  mentioned. 
Now,  if  it  had  been  intended  that  any  other 
sum  of  money  was  to  form  part  of  the  con- 
sideration, it  is  singular  it  was  not  men- 
tioned on  the  occasion.  It  was  clearly 
thought  this  300/.  should  be  mentioned  in 
the  receipt.  If  he  (Rumsey)  had  really 
obtained  no  less  a  sum  than  550/.,  a  very 
large  portion  of  this  purchase-money — if  be 
(White)  had  paid  that  sum  in  respect  of 
this  contract — I  cannot  help  believing  that 
the  acknowledgment  of  that  sum  would  be 
insisted  upon  on  this  occasion.  I  must  say, 
however,  that  Up  to  this  time,  I  cannot 
consider  more  than  300/.  was  paid  in  con- 
sideration of  this  contract.  White,  before 
this  time,  employed  a  Mr.  Nash  as  his 
solicitor.  I  cannot,  however,  say  I  think 
it  extraordinary  that  be  advanced  sums  to 
Rumsey,  who,  until  he  absconded,  was  con- 
sidered a  person  of  respectability.  He  lent 
his  money,  most  probably,  upon  gross  mis- 
representations of  Rumsey;  but  when  it 
came  to  the  settlement  of  the  contract,  and 
to  the  investigation  of  the  title,  it  became 
of  the  greatest  importance  to  White  that  he 
should  have  his  own  solicitor ;  it  was  most 
important  for  the  fraudulent  purposes  of 
Rnmsey'  that  White    should   not  be  re- 


presented by  any  other  solicitor,  who 
might  take  care  the  transactions  were  con- 
ducted according  to  the  nature  of  the  con- 
tract; and  Rumsey,  with  the  plausible  pre- 
tence of  saving  expense,  and  Nash  having 
already  looked  into  the  title,  prevailed  upon 
White  to  allow  him,  Rumsey,  to  be  his  soli- 
citor for  the  settlement  of  the  contract :  that 
I  consider  to  be  the  main  foundation  he 
relied  upon  to  practise  his  frauds  to  the  ex- 
tent he  did.  With  regard  to  this  contract 
and  conveyance,  I  must  consider  Rumsey 
as  acting  as  the  solicitor  of  White :  it  is  said 
he  did  so,  but  that  he  was  also  the  confiden- 
tial solicitor  of  Young.  Rumsey,  having 
prevailed  in  this  respect,  proceeded  to  pre- 
pare the  conveyance.  Now  the  thing  was 
in  this  state :  the  estate  was  conveyed  for  a 
term  of  years  to  Eeles,  and,  subject  thereto,  to 
Rumsey,  in  fee,  for  the  security  of  the  200/., 
and  in  order  to  make  an  effective  conveyance, 
there  should  have  been  a  conveyance  in 
which  Eeles  and  Rumsey  joined.  Rumsey 
must  have  represented  to  White  that  the 
legal  estate  was  vested  in  Young,  who  had 
a  clear  power  to  convey  ;  and  to  Young  he 
stated  he  was  about  to  make  a  surrender  of 
the  term,  and  that  he  had  cancelled  the 
mortgage  to  himself,  and  led  Young  to 
believe  the  cancellation  of  the  mortgage 
divested  him  of  the  estate.  However,  upon 
the  supposition  that  the  mortgage  term  was 
snrrendered  and  the  estate  divested  out  of 
Rumsey,  Rumsey  prepared  a  conveyance 
from  Young  to  White,  and  Young  executed 
it,  and  signed  the  receipt  for  the  whole  pur- 
chase money,  920/.  When  the  conveyance 
was  executed  does  not  appear ;  it  was  dated 
the  25th  of  March  1841.  On  the  25th  of 
March,  according  to  the  statement  of  Young, 
Rumsey  told  him  the  purchase-money  had 
been  paid ;  on  the  26th  of  March  Rumsey 
made  up  two  accounts,  one  with  Young  and 
one  with  White.  In  the  account  which  he 
made  up  with  White,  which  was  made  in  his 
own  name,  he  represented  the  purchase- 
money  as  being  920/.,  and  he  entered  on  the 
other  side  various  sums  to  the  credit  of 
White,  amongst  which  was  a  sum  of  400/. 
by  cash  on  the  27th  of  September  1839,  and 
150/.  by  cash  on  the  16th  of  July  1840,  both 
of  them  before  the  date  of  the  contract.  Now 
if  White  had  had  the  advice  of  his  own  proper 
solicitor,  what  would  have  been  said  upon 
the  form  of  this  account  ?  Here  is  a  contract, 
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taking  it  from  the  11th  (tf  November  1840, 
hy  which  you  are  to  have  a  conveyance  on 
payment  of  920/.,  of  whieh  300 J.  haa  been 
acknowledged  to  be  received.  How  came 
yoa  to  take  credit  for  the  sums  of  400/.  and 
150/.,  whkb  were  paid  so  long  before  the 
date  of  the  contract  ?  Had  you  authority 
from  Yottog  to  that  effect  ?  No,  you  had 
Qo  such  authority,  except  that  of  Bunaaey, 
whp  was  th^  general  agent  of  Young,  and 
we  are  dealing  with  him.  I  do  not  think  the 
solicitor  of  Wliite  wpuld  have  been  satisfied 
with  that  ^i^planation*  '  However,  the  ac- 
count is  settled  on  that  footing ;  and  it  ap- 
pears by  the  answer  of  White,  which  has 
been  used  by  Young,  that  the  balance  upon 
that  account  was  3/.  14«.  O^c/.,  which  was 
paid  to  Rumsey  ;  this  was  on  the  26tli  of 
March^  on  which  day  the  deed  had  not  bepn 
executed  aud.  the  receipt,  not  signed.  The 
account  sent  the  same  day  to  Young  repre- 
sented the.  purchase-money  (920/.)  to  have 
been  received,  9Xid  stated  the  modi;  in  which 
it  was  to  be  applied :  viz*  so  much  money 
a^  due  to  £des,  the  mortgagee,  so  mudi 

,  to  Rumsey  for  his  bill  of  costs,,  and  the  re- 
mainder 19  120/.  On  looking  at  the  bill  of 
costs  we  find  it  gravely  put.  down  that  he, 
Rumsey,  had  procured  an  assignment  of  the 
term   vested  in  £eks,   which   was   feAae; 

,  Young,. giving  credit  to  this,  executed  the 
de^d  ^nd  signed  the  receipt ;  that  deed  ao 
executed,  with  the  receipt  indorsed  thereon, 

.  being  placed  in  the  hands  of  Rumsey^  was 
handed  over  on  the  10th  of  Apnl  following 

.  to  White.  White  havii^g  made  the  pay- 
ment stated,  there  beix^  a  subsequent  ac- 
count to  be  settled  between  Rumsey  and 
Young,  he  afterwards  received  thia  d^ed  and 
receipt;  and  t  think  this  is  thedifficqMpArt 
of  the  case;,  the  question  being  whether  the 
conduct  of  Young  may  not  be  construed  to 
tie  a  recognition  by  X  ottug  of  that  which 
had  been  done  by  Rumsey,  or  whether  it 
should  be  left  in  the  situation  it  was  in  before, 
there  l^ing,  in  point  of  fact,  no  payment  in 
respect  of  which  White  had  the  benefit  of  the 
receipt  he  had  received.  The  impression 
on  my  mind  at  this  moment  is  in  favour  of 
Young,  but  I  cannot  decide  it  without  more 
attention. 

July  15. — The  Master  of  TBsRoLiiS. — 
I  remain  of  the  same  opinion  I  have  already 
expressed.     The  outline  of  the  case  is.this ; 


thtt  ¥ovn|r  fiin^kvy^  a  Mr.  iBauBi^,«*«Ao 
had  "been  rfaia  attame^i  and'Hgtet  in  oiker 

,9Bftltass,  aa>  his  jjgeatrio  arU  'Afr'Rndnage 
eetate^attd  to  raeeivettfae  ftrntYmm-mamtj. 
It  appeaos  tiuHnlMfbee ihaeamplki^mnniiike 
pon^uiBe,  tbe  (tttate  was  anhje<]t  to-  inoatn- 
brances,  althoogh  raprasi^tgd  not  tcx.betao 
byRonviey.'  Avthc  date-of  tketapwfiiit 
between,  thei  di^Qdaat^  whv  ikad  agascd^to 
baeomefche.purehaset)  md  flAfansf,  Alio 
acted  aa  tka.a9enl!of  Ydsmg,  BumMy^'was 
indebted  to  White  in  tba  awn  of  5#eiL;:in 
that  agveement  aMiaotieo'waa'takeii>o£  liie 
iscumbwttee  or.of  the  debt  dne  firova  BUmMey 
to  Whitis,  but  tewaa  proTidad  fthat£die.«8lAte 
waa  to  be  conwyed  to  WUte  6ee  fiom 
incumbrance^,  foit  theattmioCdSOyL,  trhkA 
was  to  be.fiald  at  aiufeure  petiadk  volfttr- 
waads  Rumaey  adted  While*  tcx-  adonce 
300i.,  part*  of  the  fuscbaaeMnanajri'fcnilie 
use  oi  Youngs  and  Ike  >9eqiieat  Maf^jcoia- 
plied  nidtb,  Rumaey.  >  signed-  *  rateipt^  ■'  in 
wtuch.no  nofiicn  w«a:li«lmtil  thedatacbvdng 

^irom  him  tet  White,  i ^ttt.o^ K/fniuk ^ibai 
it  cannot  be  considnod  ihmt  more  tibaa  JM2. 
haa  been  paid  on  acoewnlt  of  thk^part  niiihe 
agreement,  .Alnw)at^intmodbBt^ya<tm#Mds 
Rjimsey  pressed  WhitO' to.  advanoa:  a  iuadier 
aum  of  35)/.  to  the  use  0f  YJonng^  The- 
d«nce  shenva  .that  thai  aum  Waa 
paid>  and  alihotugh^  the  pioef  is-  not  ivary 

.  con^uaive,  -I.  tnust  aonsider  thetannr was 
in  fact  paid,  ifnd  ought  to  be  deducted  fDaro 
any 'Sam*  that  .piaiy.  noir-be  due  to-  Youn^^in 
consequf  ace  of  the  purehaae.  After  ttiie 
contract. was  sjjgped,  RimMey,  who  wia  i»t- 
ing  for  Wjikite  as  well  a*^  Young,,  prtprtifd 
jtlie  coforvayance  undev  the  cinmnsMbees 
V)Siy  improperly  (  md  on  the  25tk  of  Mwrii, 
ho  .tQl4  Xeuuig  that  the  puMfanae^meaey 
was.  piud*;  a^  deast,  I  thinks  in<tlie 
of-  all  propf '  to  th«  o^itrary*,  Young 
have  understood  Ramsey  to  say  the  por- 
chasa-money  waa^paid,  in  purauanoe.of  Ae 
pontsacti  •  Qn  the  following  diiy,fih«t  ^is, 
the  26th  of  March,  Rumaey  aigBed'.an 
account  with  Wkite,  in  relerenee.  t»  tftn 
very  purchase,  which  account  ia  m  lhe>i»iie 
of  Rumsey^  not  in  the  name  og>Yo— g, 
which  I  consider  a  wrong  ooorse  of  proeedd- 
ing*  .In  thia  aoooont  Riunsey  gieea  credit 
to  White  for  sums  amounting  tOifiMl^i  the 
debt  then  due  from  Rumeey  hiuMelf ;  -ties 
account  made  it  appear  that  no  mosetlian 
3/.  144.  Gjfd.  remained. due  to  Yowig, 'On 
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tlie  pmchase^money,  and  that  gam  White 
paid  to  Rumsey  as  the  agent  of  Young. 
White  seems  to  have  placed  so  much  confi- 
dence in  Rumsey,  as  to  believe  Rumsey  had 
bonrowed  the  sums  amounting  to  5502.  for 
the  use  of  Young ;  that  the  estate  was  free 
from  all  incumbrances ;  and  that  Young  had 
aothoriaed  Rumsey  to  set  off  the  debt  due 
from  Rumsey  to  White,  against  so  much  of 
the  purchase- money.  On  th^same  day  he 
sent  a  statement  of  the  account  to  Young, 
&lsely  representing  he  had  received  the 
whole  of  the  purchase-money,  and  had  after- 
wards applied  it  in  different  payments,  viz. 
of  Eeles's  mortgage,  his  own  bill  of  costs  and 
other  payments,  and  it  appeared  a  balance 
of  1232.  remained  in  his  hands  to  be  applied 
to  the  benefit  of  Young.  Young  placed  so 
much  confidence  in  Rumsey  as  to  believe 
this  statement  to  be  true,  and  requested  him 
to  prepace  a  conveyance,  which  he  executed, 
and  also  signed  a  receipt.  This  was  sent 
to  Rumsey,  who  delivered  it  up  to  White 
on  the  10th  of  April  1841,  in  breach,  as  I 
consider,  of  a]l  confidence.  No  money  was 
paid  or  advanced  on  credit  of  the  receipt, 
and  no  more  than  8352.  and  the  3/.  1 45. 6^d. 
can,  it  seems  to  me,  be  considered  to  have 
been  paid  under  the  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  estate.  Under  the  circum- 
stances the  question  seems  to  be,  whether 
a  purchaser,  being  a  creditor  of  a  person 
acting  as  the  agent  of  a  vendor,  and  dealing 
with  the  agent,  and  without  authority  for 
the  purpose,  is  entitled  as  against  the  prin- 
cipal, by  agreement  with  the  agent  only,  to 
place  his  debt  with  that  agent,  upon  the 
debit  of  the  purchase-money.  J  think,  cer- 
tainly not,  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  White 
is  still  indebted  to  Young,  after  the  deduction 
of  the  3002.,  35/.,  and  32.  14s.  6^c2.,  in  the 
remainder  of  the  purchase-money  of  9202. 
On  the  other  hand,  Young  is  bound,  on  the 
payment  of  what  may  remain  due  to  him 
from  MHiite,  to  convey  to  that  gentleman 
the  estate  free  from  the  incumbrances,  free 
fiY>m  the  term  vested  in  Eeles,  and  also 
from  Rumsey*s  assignment.  I  think  the 
costs  of  these  suits  must  fall  on  the  defen- 
dant. The  conveyance  must  be  at  the 
expense  of  Young,  and  the  payment  of  the 
residue  of  the  purchase-money  must  be  on 
the  execution  of  the  conveyance  from  Eeles 
of  his  term  of  500  years,  and  from  Rumsey^s 
assignees  of  the  assignment  to  Rumsey. 
New  Series,  XIII.— Ciianc. 
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June 
July 

Production  of  Docwnents  —  Privileged 
Communications  —  Discovery —  Solicitor'^ 
Professional  Confidence, 

Ay  being  interested  in  certain  real  estates^ 
took  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act, 
His  assignees^  on  the  1 0th  of  November  1 830, 
put  up  the  estates  for  salcy  and  F,  became  the 
purchaser.  On  the  2Ath  of  April  1840,  the 
assignees^  in  consequence  of  disputes  which 
had  arisen^  filed  their  original  bill  against  F, 
for  a  specific  performance  of  his  contract  to 
purchase,  and  on  the  29th  of  October  1840 
F.  filed  his  bill  against  the  assignees  for  the 
discovery  of  matter  to  affect  the  validity  of 
the  sale.  The  defendants,  by  their  answer, 
stated,  thai  the  documents  which  they  insisted 
ought  not  to  be  produced  consisted  of  twelve 
classes,  and  were  in  number  472. 

Hie  first  class  of  papers  in  question  con^ 
sisted  of  confidential  communications  between 
attorney  and  counsel  and  client,  which  took 
place  before  the  date  of  the  sale,  but  they  did 
not  take  place,  either  in  the  progress  of  the 
suit  or  with  reference  to  the  suit  previously 
to  its  commencement. 

The  second  class  of  documents  consisted  of 
eases  submitted  after  the  sale  to  counsel, 
having  relation  to  the  sale  and  objections 
taken  to  the  title,  and  counseVs  opinion  thereon* 

The  third  class  of  documents  consisted  of 
cases  laid  before  counsel  in  the  progress  of 
the  cause  after  the  filing  of  the  original  bill 
by  the  assignees,  with  reference  to  the  matters 
in  dispute. 

The  fourth  class  of  documents  consisted  of 
all  letters  passing  between  the  defendants  and 
their  solicitors,  extending  over  the  periods  of 
time  covered  by  the  three  first-mentioned 
classes,  and  related  to  the  estate  and  interest 
of  the  defendants  sold  at  the  sale,  and  to  the 
subject  matters  of  the  suit. 

The  fifth  class  of  documents  consisted  of  let- 
ters and  written  communications  from  creditors 
under  the  insolvency,  and  from  the  defendants* 
solicitors,  to  those  creditors,  and  private 
memoranda  of  the  defendants*  solicitors  of 
proceedings  at  confidential  meetings  with  the 
creditors,  St^c,  extending  over  the  same  three 
periods  of  time  as  the  letters  comprised  in  the 
fourth  class,  and  relating  to  the  like  matters. 

The  sixth,  seventh,  eighth,  ninth,  tenth, 
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and  twelfth  classes  consisted  of  letters  passing 
between  the  solicitors  of  the  defendants  and 
the  solicitors  for  the  provisional  assignee  under 
the  insolvency  f  a  copy  of  queries  to  a  case, 
and  the  opinion  of  counsel  thereon  on  be- 
half of  the  provisional  assignee,  correspon- 
dence between  the  insolvent  and  his  wife,  and 
their  solicitors,  and  private  memoranda  of 
the  defendants,  taken  at  meetings  held  with 
the  insolvent  and  his  solicitors,  of  cases  and 
copies  of  cases  for  and  with  the  opinion  of 
counsel  thereon  on  behalf  of  Lord  Mostyn 
and  Lady  Mostyn  (who  were  interested  in  the 
estate  sold)  and  the  insolvent's  wife,  and  of 
correspondence  between  their  solicitors  and 
the  defendants*  solicitors,  communications  and 
statements  laid  before  the  Judge  of  the  Insol- 
vent Debtors  Court  relative  to  a  compromise, 
and  letters  passing  between  the  defendants 
and  their  solicitors  and  the  solicitor  of  a  rail- 
way company  in  relation  to  a  contract  for 
sale  of  part  of  the  land  mentioned  in  the 
plaintiff* s  bill. 

The  eleventh  class  of  documents  consisted 
of  bills  of  costs  and  letter  books,  journals, 
ledgers,  and  other  books,  the  property  of  the 
defendants*  solicitors,  and  not  of  the  defen- 
dants, and  containing  statements  of  the  busi- 
ness done  by  their  solicitors,  and  the  occa- 
sions and  necessities  for  such  business,  4*c. 

Held,  that  the  defendants  were  bound  to 
produce  the  papers  and  documents  comprised 
in  the  classes  one,  five,  six,  seven,  eight,  nine, 
ten,  and  twelve ;  such  letters  in  class  four 
as  were  written  before  the  1 0th  of  November 
1838,  and  such  other  letters  therein  com- 
prised as  the  defendants  should  'not  by  affi- 
davit state  to  have  been  written  between  the 
defendants  and  their  solicitors,  merely  in 
their  relation  of  solicitor  and  client,  and  such 
bills  and  parts  of  bills  of  costs  as  related  to 
business  done  before  the  1 0th  of  November 
1838,  or  to  the  documents  ordered  to  be  pro- 
duced. The  papers  and  documents  comprised 
in  the  other  classes  were  held  to  be  privileged. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  a  defendant  will 
not  be  ordered  to  produce  documents  which 
are  properly  to  be  considered  as  confidential 
communications  made  between  solicitor  and 
client,  acting  merely  in  the  relation  of  solici- 
tor and  client,  and  which  took  place  either  in 
the  progress  of  the  suit  or  with  reference  to  the 
suit  previously  to  its  commencement. 

Observations  on  the  cases  of  Nias  v.  the 
Northern  and  Eastern  Railway  Company, 


and  Bolton  v.  the  Corporation  of  Liverpoo), 
cited  during  the  argument. 

Sir  Roger  Mostyn,  Bart.,  by  his  will, 
dated  in  1793,  devised  his  real  estates  to 
his  son  and  daughters  in  strict  entail ;  the 
son  and  eldest  daughter  having  died  with- 
out issue,  the  next  daughter.  Lady  Champ- 
neys,  the  wife  of  Sir  Thomas  S.  Mostyn 
Champneys,  ^art.,  became  tenant  for  Hfe 
of  the  estates.  Sir  T.  Champneys  took 
the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act  for 
the  first  time  in  October  1827,  and  a  second 
time  on  the  8th  of  August  1835.  Stnrgis 
was  the  provisional  assignee,  and  no  credi- 
tors' assignee  was  appointed  under  the  first 
insolvency,  but  the  defendants  in  this 
suit,  Robinson  and  Oillett,  were  appointed 
the  creditors'  assignees  under  the  second 
insolvency.  On  the  26th  of  January  1836, 
a  bill  was  filed  by  Lord  Mostyn  and  Eliza- 
beth his  wife  (the  third  daughter  of  the 
late  Sir  R.  Mostyn),  and  Edward  Mostyn, 
their  eldest  son,  who  was  entitled,  under  the 
said  will,  to  the  first  estate  tail  in  remainder 
of  the  devised  estates,  against  Sir  T.  and 
Lady  Champneys  and  Sturgis,  seeking  a 
contribution  to  the  expenses  of  a  renewal  of 
a  lease  for  lives  of  part  of  the  devised  estates. 
Two  supplemental  bills  were  afterwards 
filed  by  the  same  persons  against  these  de- 
fendants and  Sturgis.  On  the  12th  of  March 
1836,  Sturgis  filed  a  bill  against  Sir  T.  and 
Lady  Champneys  and  the  receiver  of  the 
rents  of  the  devised  estates,  seeking  an  ac- 
count of  rents  received  by  those  parties  since 
the  date  of  the  first  insolvency ;  and  a  sale 
(if  necessary)  of  the  interest  of  Sturgis  in 
the  estates.  Divers  proceedings  were  taken 
in  the  suits  and  under  the  two  insolvencies, 
and  in  October  1838,  at  a  meeting  of  the 
creditors  of  Sir  T.  Champneys,  a  sale  was 
authorized  of  his  interest  in  the  devised 
estates ;  and  at  such  sale,  which  took  place 
on  the  10th  of  November  1838,  Thomas 
Flight  became  the  purchaser  at  the  sum  of 
50, 000/.  In  consequence  of  disputes  which 
had  arisen  and  objections  taken  to  the  title, 
the  assignees  of  Sir  T.  Champneys,  on  the 
24th  of  April  1840,  filed  their  original  bill 
against  T.  Flight  for  a  specific  performance 
of  his  agreement  to  purchase,  and  on  the  29th 
of  October  1840,  T.  Flight  filed  the  present 
bill  against  the  assignees  for  discovery  of 
matter  to  affect  the  validity  of  the  agreement. 
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The  defendants  having  put  in  their  original 
answer,  and  afterwards  a  supplemental  an- 
swer, stated  hy  the  latter  that  the  documents 
which  they  insisted  ought  not  he  produced, 
consisted  of  the  twelve  classes  thereinafter 
set  forth,  and  were  in    number  472,  and 
that  the  first  class  of  documents  was  in 
number  twenty-two,  and  consisted   of  all 
cases  submitted  prior  to  the  sale  of  the  10th 
of  November  1838,  in  the  said  bill  mentioned^ 
to  counsel  and  others  (two  of  such  docu- 
ments being  cases  submitted  to  an  actuary 
and  an  auctioneer,  and  all  the  other  docu- 
ments being  cases   submitted  to  counsel), 
on  behalf  of  the  defendants  for  the  opinion 
of  such  counsel,  and  others  for  the  guidance 
and  safety  of  the  defendants  on  various  mat- 
ters connected  with  the  estate  and  interest 
of  the  defendants,  sold  at  the  sale  to  the 
plaintiff;  and  that  class  included  all  state- 
ments, instructions,  and  observations  accom- 
panying drafts,  briefs,  and  other  papers  for 
the  information  and  use  of  such  counsel ;  and 
the  defendants  submitted,  that  all  the  docu- 
ments in  the  first  class  were  privileged  com- 
munications passing  between  the  solicitors 
of  the  defendants  and   the  counsel  of  the 
defendants  and  others,  and  that  they  were 
privileged  at  the  time  they  were  made,  and 
could  never  lose  that  protection.     The  de- 
fendants further  stated,    that    the   second 
class  of   documents,    being   forty-four    in 
number,  consisted  of  all  cases   submitted 
af^er  the  sale  of  the  lOth  of  November  1838 
to  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  for 
the  opinion  of  such  counsel,  for  the  guid- 
ance and  safety  of  the  defendants  on  various 
matters  connected  with  the  estate  and  in- 
terest of  the  defendants,  sold  at  such  sale  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  of  the  opinions  of  coun- 
sel thereon;  and  that  such  class  included  all 
statements,  instructions,   and  observations 
accompanying  drafts,  briefs,  and  other  papers 
for  the  information  and  use  of  such  counsel; 
and  they  submitted,  that  all  the  documents 
in  the  second  class  were  privileged  commu* 
nications  passing  between  the  solicitors  of 
the  defendants  and  the  counsel  of  the  defen- 
dants, on  the  very  subject-matter  of  the  suit, 
and  after  the  questions  then  in  litigation  be- 
tween the  defendants  and  the  plaintiff  had 
arisen.     And  the  defendants  further  stated, 
that  such  last- mentioned  cases  related  to 
the  sale,  the  objections  of  the  plaintiff  to  the 
title  of  the  defendants  to  the  estate  and  in- 


terest sold,  the  different  steps  taken  on  behalf 
of  the  defendants  to  clear  up  such  objections 
and  to  perfect  their  title,  and  to  the  proceed- 
ings taken  by  the  defendants  relating  to  the 
said  estate  and  interest  sold.   That  the  third 
class  of  documents,  being  twenty-five  in 
number,  consisted  of  all   cases  submitted 
after  the  24th  of  April  1840,  the  day  of  filing 
the  original  bill  of  the  defendants  against 
the  plaintiff,  to  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendants, for  the  opinion  of  such  counsel,  for 
the  guidance  and  aaSety  of  the  defendants  on 
various  matters  connected  with  the  questions 
in  dispute  between  the  defendants  and  the 
plaintiff  in  such  original  suit,  and  of  the  opin- 
ions of  counsel  thereon ;  such  class  includ- 
ing all  statements,  instructions,  and  obser- 
vations  accompanying  drafts,   briefs,   and 
other  papers  for  the  information  and  use 
of  such  counsel ;  and  the  defendants  sub- 
mitted, that  all  the  documents  in  the  third 
class  were  privileged  communications  pass- 
ing between  the  solicitors  of  the  defendants 
and  the  counsel  of  the  defendants,  after  the 
actual  commencement  of  the  litigation  be- 
tween the  defendants  and  the  plaintiff,  and 
on  the  question  of  litigation  between  them. 
That  the  fourth  class  of  documents,  being  six 
in  number,  consisted  of  all  letters  between 
the  defendants  and  their  solicitors,  and  that 
such  letters  respectively  extended  over  the 
three  distinct  periods  of  time  covered  by  the 
three  first-mentioned  classes  of  documents, 
and  that   such  letters  related  to  various 
matters  connected  with  the  said  estate  and 
interest  of  the  defendants  sold  at  the  afore- 
said sale  to  the  plaintiff;  as  to  such  of  the 
said  letters  as  were  written  after  the  said  sale, 
and  before  the  filing  of  the  original  bill  of  the 
defendants,  such  letters  related  to  the  very 
subject-matter  of  this  suit,  and  were  written 
after  the  questions  then  in  litigation  between 
the  defendants  and  the  plaintiff  had  arisen, 
and  had  reference  to  such  questions ;  and  as 
to  such  of  the  said  letters  as  were  written 
after  the  filing  of  the  original  bill  of  the 
defendants,  such  letters  were  written  after 
the  actual  commencement  of  the  litigation 
between  the  defendants  and  the  plaintiff,  and 
on  the  questions  in  litigation  between  them ; 
and  the  defendants  submitted,  that  all  the 
said  several  letters  comprised  in  the  said 
fourth  class  were  privileged,  and  ought  not 
to  be  produced.     That  the  fifth  class  of  the 
said  documents,  being  202  in  number,  con- 
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iisted  of  letters  and  written  eommutiica- 
tions  fram  creditors  under  the  insolvency  of 
Sir  Thomas  Swymmer  Mostyn  Champneys, 
deceased,  the  insolvent  in  the  bill  named, 
and  letters  and  like  commbnications  from 
the  defendants*  solicitors  to  snch  last-men- 
tioned creditors,  letters  and  private  memo- 
randa of  the  defendants'  solicitors  of  pro- 
ceedings at  confidential  meetings  witih  such 
creditors,  and  cases  for  the  opinion  of  counsel 
on  behalf  of  such  creditors,  and  the  opinions 
of  counsel  thereon ;  and  such  last-mentioned 
letters,   communications,    memoranda  and 
cases  extended  over  the  same  three  periods 
of  time  as  the  letters  comprised  in  the  fourth 
class,  and  related  to  the  like  matters ;  and 
the  defendants  submitted,  that  the  same 
w^re   equally   privileged   with  the  letters 
comprised  in  the  fourth  class:     It  was  then 
stated,  that  the  sixth  class  of  the  said  docu- 
ments, being  sixteen  in  number,  consisted  of 
letters  passing  between  the  solicitors  of  the 
defendants  and  the  solicitors  for  the  provi- 
sional assignee,  or  the  provisional  assignee 
himself,  and  such  letters  extended  over  the 
same  three  periods  of  time  as  the  letters 
comprehended  in  the  fourth  class,  and  re- 
lated to  the  like  matters ;   and  the  defen- 
dants submitted  that  the  same  were  equally 
privileged  with  the  letters  comprised  in  the 
fourth  class.     That  the  seventh  class  of  tjbe 
said  documents,  being  only  one  in  number, 
consisted  of  a  copy  of  the  queries  to  the  case 
for  and  with  the  opinion  of  counsel  thereon, 
on  'behalf  of  the  pnyviaional  assigneei  and 
such   queries   and  opinioD  rekted  to  the 
several  steps  required  by  the   provisional 
assignee  to  be  taken  by  the  defendants  before 
he  (the  provisional  assignee)  would  assign  to 
the  defendants  the  surplus  estate  and  effects 
of  the  said  insolvent ;  and  the  defendants  sub- 
mitted, that  the  same  was  equally  privileged 
with  the  cases  comprised  in  the  second 
class.  That  the  eighth  class  of  the  sdd  docu-> 
ments,  being  thirty  in  number,  consisted  of 
correspondence  between  the  said  insolvent 
and   Dame  .  Charlotte    Margaret     Mostyn 
Champneys,  his  wife,  and  the  defendants  and 
their  said  solicitors,  and  private  memoranda 
of  the  defendants  taken  at  meetings  held 
with  the  said  insolvent  and   his  solicitors, 
mid   such  correspondence  and  memoranda 
extended  over  the   first  and  part  of  the 
second  of  the  same  three  periods  of  time 
the   letters   comprised'   in    the  fourth 


class,    and'  refl^^ted  to  ^e  like   matieft. 
That  the  defendants*  solicitors  wet«  seveml 
yesrs  previously,' and -txp  to  diO'thne  tif 
his  death,  the  private  sdlieiton  ef  die  said 
insolvent,  and  his  letters    to  Uiem  veie 
written  by  him  to  them  as  his  private  solici- 
tors, and  as  such  private  s6]iclt<nB  they  iiad 
such  last-mentioned  porticm  df  the  sasa  eor« 
respondence ;  and  the  defendants  sabmitted, 
that  the  said  correspondence  coiii]»ised  in 
the  eighth  class  was  equally  privilq^  ^th 
the  letters  comprised  in  the  fourdi  class. 
That  the  ninth  class  of  the  said  docamenta, 
being  sixty-five  in  number,  cofisisted  of 
cases  and  copies' of  cases  for  »nd  wttk  tha 
opinion  of  counsel  thereon,  on  behalf  of  Lord 
Mostyn  and  Lady  Mostyn  hisvrife,  and  Dame 
Chariotte  Margaret  MostynChamptieys,  and 
of  correspondence  between  their  respective 
solicitors,  and  the  defendants'  soMcilon ;  and 
such  last-mentioned  eases  and  copies  of  eases 
and  correspondence  extended  ovet  the  same 
three  periods  of  time  as  the  letters  coovptised 
in   the  fourth  class,  and  related  and  were 
prepjired  and  written  with  reference  to  Hie 
like  matters ;  and  the  defendants  suhmit- 
ted,  that    such    last- mentioned  cases  and 
copies  of  cases  for  and  with  the  opiniein  of 
counsel  thereon,  were  equally  privileged  wilii 
the  letters  comprised  in  the  fourth  class. 
That  the  tenth  of  the  said  classes  of  docu- 
ments,  being    (bur  in  number,   consisted 
of  a  draft,  and  a  fair  copy  of  a  statement 
laid  before  Mr.  Commissioner  Law,  at  his 
request,  by  the  defendants,  on  their  appli* 
cation  to  him  for  his  confirmation,  pursuant 
to  the  act  of  parliament,  of  the  resolutions 
of  the  creditors  authorizing  the  defendants 
to  make  the  compromise  with  Dame  (^wr- 
Ibtte  Margaret  Mostyn  Champneys,  men- 
tioned in  the  former  answer  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  also  correspondence  between 
the  defendants'  solicitors  and  Mr.  Commis* 
sioner  Law ;  and  that  the  said  commissioner 
required,  for  his  own  guidanoe  in  the  matter 
of  st(ch  confirmation,  to  be  furnished  with  a 
statement  of  all  the  difficulties  and  objec» 
tions,  present  and  prospective,  affecting  the 
estates  and  interests  of  the  defbndants  as 
assignees ;  and  that,  in  conseqnenoe  thereof 
ike  said  statement  and  correspondence  eoa- 
tained,  for  the  information  and  oonsidelnition 
of  the  said  commissioner,   confidential  re- 
marks upon  the  difficulties  under  which  the 
defendants    iabeoxed   in  clearing  uf  the 
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alle^sd  objecdons  of  the  pUatiif  to  their 
titW,  fknd  tlieur  expeotadona  respecting  the 
preaentaoit,  which  was  not  then  instituted ; 
and  that  a  produotion  of  this  statement  and 
coRieflpondence  would  give  to  the  plaintiff  a 
discovery  of  most  private  and  confidential 
matters  on  the  suhject  of  the  litigation  sub- 
sisting between  them,  and  which  confidence 
the  defendants  were  coanpelled  to  repose  in 
the  s«id  comnussioaer ;  and  the  defendanta 
submitted,  that  such  last-mentioned  state- 
meata  and    correspondence  were    equally 
privileged  with  the  letters  comprised  in  the 
fourth  dass.  That  the  eleventh  class  of  the 
said  documents,  being  fifty-two  in  number, 
consisted  of  the  bills  of  costs,  and  the  several 
letter  books,  journals,  ledgers,  and  other 
booka  of  the  defendants'  solicitors,  and  that 
such'  ^8t-*mentioned  dass  extended  over 
the  aame  three  periods  of  time  as  the  said 
letters  comprised  in  the  fourth  class,  and 
related  to  the  like  matter;   and  that  the 
said  bills  of  costs  contained  certain  state- 
ments of  the  business  done  by  their  said  so- 
licitors for  the  defendants,  and  the  occasions . 
and  necessities  for  such  business,  so  that 
the  said  bills  of  costs  might  be  intelligible 
on  the  face  of  them,  and  justify  the  business 
done  and  the  charges  made,  and  that,  there- 
fore, production  of  the  said  bills  of  costs 
would  give  to   the    plaintiff  a  discovery 
and  explanation  of   all    the    confidential 
buainess  done  by  their  solicitors  in  respect 
of  the  very  subject  of  lit^ation  then  sub- 
siating,   and  the  questions  then  at  issue 
and  in  dispute  between  the  defendants  and 
the   plaintiff;    and   that   the   said  several 
letter  books,  journals,  ledgers,  and  other 
Ikx^s,  were  not  the  property  of  the  defen- 
dants, but  were  the  property  of  the  defen- 
dants' solicitors,  and  that  such  hooka  con- 
tained entries  and  memoranda  and  statements 
of  confidential  communications  between  the 
defendants   and  their  solicitors ;    and  the 
defendants  submitted,  that  such  last-men- 
tioned statements  were  equally  privileged 
with  the  letters  comprised  in  the  fourth 
class*     Laatly,  the  defendants  stated,  that 
the  twelfth  class  of  the  said  documents, 
being  four  in  number,  consisted  of  letters 
passing  between  the  defendants  and  their 
solidtom,  and  Mr.   Kelsall,   the  solicitor 
for  the  Chester  and  Crewe  Railway  Com- 
pany, and  other  persons,  in  relation  to  a 
contract  entered  into  between  the  defendants 


and  th^  aaid  company  for  the  sale  to  them, 
in  pursuance  of  their  act  of  parliament,  of  a 
portion  of  the  estates  and  premises  in  the 
said  plaintiff 'd  bill  mentioned,  and  of  a  copy 
of  a  case  submitted  to  counsel  for  his  opinion, 
on  behalf  of  the  said  company,  with  the 
opinion  of  counsel  thereon  ;  and  tlie  defen- 
dants submitted,  fhat  the  communications 
made  by  such  documents  in  thq  twelfth 
class  were  confidential  at  the  time  they  were 
so  made,  and  were  then  privileged,  and  that 
they  could  never  lose  that  privilege.  The  de- 
fendants concluded  their  answel*  by  stating, 
that  in  addition  to  the  several  reasons  there- 
inbefore set  forth  for  resisting  the  produc- 
tion of  the  several  classes  of  documents 
thereinbefore  mentioned,  there  was  this  fur- 
ther reason  (and  so  the  defendants  believed 
it  would  appear,  by  a  comparison  of  dates), 
that  from  a  period  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
earliest  of  the  said  documents  down  to  the 
present  time,  there  had  been  a  constant 
uninterrupted  state  of  litigation  existing  in 
the  court  between  the  defendants  and  other 
persons  in  respect  of  the  estate  and  interest 
of  the  defendants  as  assignees,  and  that  the 
whole  of  such  documents  came  into  exist- 
ence with  reference  to  and  in  respect  of  the 
matters  so  in  litigation. 

Mf»  O,    Turner  and  Mr.  Rogers  ap- 
peared for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr,  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Chandless,  for 
the  defendants. 

The  following  cases  were  dted  in  the 
course  of  the  arguments : — 

Radcliffe  v.  Fursman,  2  Bro.  P.  C.  514. 
Stanhope  v.  Roberts,  2  Atk.  214. 
Taylor  v.  Milner,  11  Ves.  41. 
Richards  v.  Jackson^  18  Ibid.  474. 
Glegg  V.  Legh,  4  Mad.  193. 
Walker  v.  fVildman,  6  Ibid.  47. 
Hughes  v.  Biddulphf  4  Russ.  190. 
Vent  V.  Pacey,  Ibid.  193. 
Garland  v.  Scott,  3  Sim.  396. 
Newton  v.  Berresford,  You.  377. 
BoUon  V.     Corporation   of   Liverpool^ 

3  Sim.  467 ;  s.c.  on  appeal,  1  Myl.  8c 

K.  88 ;  1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc. 

166. 
Greenough  v.  GaakeU,  1  Myl.  &  K.  98. 
Sawyer  v.  Birchmore,  3  Ibid.  572. 
Bellwood  V.  Weiherall,  1  You.  &  C.  21 1 ; 

s.  c.  4  Law  J,  Rep.  (n.s.)  Ex.  £q.  23. 
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Storey  v.  Lord  George  Lennox^  1  K« 

341 ;   8.  c.  on  appeal,  1  Myl.  &  Cr. 

525  ;  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  99. 
Knight  y.  Marquis  of  Watford,  2  You. 

&  C.  30;  s.o.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 

Ex.  Eq.  57. 
Desborough  v.  Rawlins^  3  Myl.  8c  Cr. 

522;    s.c.   7   Law   J.   Rep.  (n.s.) 

Chanc.  171. 
Nias  V.  Northern  and  Eastern  Railway 

Company^  2  K.  76;  s.  c.  on  appeal, 

8  Myl.  &  Cr.  355 ;  7  Law  J.  Rep. 

(n.s.)  Chanc.  142,  170. 
Greenlaw  y.  King^  1  Beav.  137 ;  s.c. 

8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  92. 
Bannatyne  v.  Leader ^  10  Sim.  230. 
Combe  Y,  Corporation  of  the  City  ofLon* 

don,  1  You.  &  C.  N.C.  631. 
Herring  v.  Clobery,  1  Turn.  &  Ph.  91 ; 

8.  c.  11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc. 

149. 
Jones r,  Pugh,  1  Tum..&  Ph.  96;  s.c. 

11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  323. 
Bunbury  v.  Bunhury,  2  Beav.  173 ;  8.c. 

9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  1. 
Curling  v.  Perring,  2  Myl.  &  K.  380 ; 

s.c.  4  Law  J.  Rep,  (n.s.)  Chanc.  80. 
Llewellyn  v.  Badeley,  1  Hare,  527 ;  s.c. 

11  Law  J.  Rep,  (n.s.)  Chanc.  310. 
Lord  Walsingham  v.  Goodricke,  3  Hare, 

122. 
Preston  v.  Carr,  1  You.  &  J.  175. 
Smith  V.  Duke  of  Beaufort,  1  Hare,  507 ; 

ante,  p.  33. 
Mitford^s  Pleading,  hy  Jeremy,  p.  306. 
Potts  V.  Adair,  3  Swanst.  268,  n. 
Kynaston  v.  East  India  Company,  Ibid. 

248. 
Earl  of  Falmouth  v.  Moss,  II  Price,  455. 
1  Phillipps  on  Evid.  173. 
Firkins  v.  Lowe,  M*Lel.  73. 
Taylor  v.  Rundell,  1  Turn.  &  Ph.  222 ; 

8.  c.  ante,  p.  20. 

July  31. — The  Master  of  the  RolIs. — 
In  this  caae  a  motion  was  tnade  for  the  pro- 
duction of  papers  in  the  possession  of  the 
defendants.  The  defendants,  admitting  that 
they  had  in  their  possession  several  papers 
relating  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the 
cause,  say,  that  many  of  such  papers,  in 
number  not  less  than  472,  are  of  a  confi- 
dential nature,  and  they  have  divided  such 
papers  into  twelve  classes,  and  submit,  that 
for  the  several  reasons  stated  as  to  each  of 


the  twelve  classes,  the  defendants  oug^t  not 
to  be  required  to  produce  any  of  the  papers 
or  documents  therein  comprised.  It  is  ad- 
mitted that  the  papers  relate  to  the  matters 
in  question,  and  it  is  not  denied  that  tfaey 
may  be  material  to  the  case  of  the  plain  tiff; 
but  it  is  alleged  that  they  are  privileged 
communications,  and  for  that  reason  the 
defendants  ought  to  be  protected  from 
producing  them.  According  to  the  general 
rule  which  (as  I  apprehend)  has  always 
prevailed  in  this  court,  every  defendant  is 
bound  to  discover  all  the  facts  within  his 
knowledge,  and  to  produce  all  documents 
in  his  possession  which  are  material  to  the 
case  of  the  plaintiff,  however,  disagreeable 
it  may  be  to  make  the  disclosure,  however 
contrary  to  his  personal  interest,  however 
fatal  to  the  claim  upon  which  he  may  have  in- 
sisted ;  he  is  required  and  compelled,  under 
the  most  solemn  sanction,  to  set  forth  aO 
he  knows,  believes,  or  thinks,  in  relation  to 
the  matters  in  question ;  and  the  plaintiff 
being  subject  to  the  like  obligation  on  the 
request  of  the  defendant  in  a  cross  bill»  the 
greatest  security,  which  the  nature  of  the 
case  is  supposed  to  admit  of,  is  afforded  £>r 
the  discovery  of  all  relevant  truths ;  and  by 
means  of  such  discovery  this  Court,  not- 
withstanding its  very  imperfect  mode  of 
examining  witnesses,  has  at  all  times  proved 
to  be  of  transcendant  utility  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice.  It  need  not  be  observed 
what  risks  must  attend  all  att^npts  to 
administer  justice  in  cases  where  r^vant 
truth  is  concealed,  and  how  important  it 
must  be  to  diminish  those  risks;  and  if 
there  be  any  cases  in  which,  for  predomi- 
nant reasons,  parties  ought  to  be  permitted 
or  to  be  held  privileged  to  conceal  relevant 
truth,  those  cases  ought  to  be  strictly  limited 
by  authority. 

In  this  case  I  have,  on  the  one  hand,  been 
reminded  of  the  vast  importance  of  main- 
taining the  plaintiff's  right  to  the  discovery 
of  all  the  relevant  facts  within  the  know- 
ledge  of  the  defendants,  and  of  all  the  docu- 
ments by  which  those  &cts  may  be  mani- 
fested ;  and  I  am  urged  not  to  extend  the 
exceptions  and  the  exercise  of  that  ri^t 
further  than  I  am  compelled  to  do  by  aa- 
thority.  On  the  other  hand,  I  am  reminded 
of  the  several  cases  in  which  it  has  been 
declared,  that  the  defendant  is  not  to  be 
compelled  to  disclose  communications  made 
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in  professional  confidence ;  tliat  the  protec-^ 
tion  of  professional  communications  neces- 
sarily infringes  on  and  induces  exceptions 
to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover ;  I  am  then 
urged  to  give  to  those  exceptions  the  full 
extent,  which  is  warranted  hy  the  principle 
on  which  those  cases  are  founded,  and  this 
might  be  practicable  if  the  principle  upon 
which  the  exceptions  were  founded  were  in 
itself  clear.  The  arguments  which  have 
been  used  in  some  late  cases  seem,  as  was 
truly  observed  by  the  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiff, to  have  assumed  that  the  concealment  of 
the  truth  was,  under  the  plausible  name  of 
protection  or  privilege,  an  object  that  it  was 
particularly  desirable  to  secure,  forgetting, 
as  it  would  seem,  that  the  principle  upon 
which  this  Court  has  always  acted  is  to 
promote  and  compel  the  disclosure  of  the 
whole  truth  relevant  to  any  matters  in 
question,  and  that  every  exception  requires 
a  distinct  and  sufficient  justification.  It  is 
somewhat  singular  that  it  should  become  of 
any  importance  to  observe,  that  the  cases 
of  discovery  from  defendants  in  courts  of 
equity,  which  are  under  consideration,  in 
such  a  case  as  the  present,  relate  to  the 
admissions  of  parties,  and  not  to  the  tes- 
timony of  witnesses ;  that  they  are  not  cases 
in  which  parties  in  all  courts  are  held 
entitled  to  insist  on  their  own  privilege,  that 
their  legal  adviser  shall  not  be  at  liberty  to 
disclose  confidential  communications, — not 
cases  in  which  parties  are  sued  for  penalties, 
prosecuted  for  crimes,  or  exposed  to  personal 
oppression — above  all,  that  they  are  not 
cases  in  which  presumptions  in  favour  of 
the  defendant  are  to  be  carried  so  far  as  to 
exempt  him  from  obligation  to  answer  on 
his  own  oath,  until  the  title  to  relief  has 
been  proved  against  him.  In  this  court, 
the  only  case  to  be  made  against  the  defen- 
dant may,  as  it  often  does,  rest  entirely 
within  his  own  personal  knowledge.  The 
plaintiff  may  know  or  be  able  to  prove 
nothing  which  justifies  more  than  a  bare 
suspicion,  and  yet  the  defendant  is  most 
jusUy  held  bound  to  disclose  the  truth  on 
his  own  oath.  The  cases  are  often  such 
that  they  are  only  to  be  ascertained  by  a 
discovery  which  must  be  obtained  from  the 
defendant  alone,  and  in  which  it  is  plain  that 
any  concealment  is  against  conscience  and 
against  good  faith. 

Under  the  circumstances,  I  own  that  I 


find  ft  difficult  to  comprehend  how  it  i» 
possible  to  apply  to  such  cases  the  rules 
which  are  applied  in  cases  totally  different. 
An  innocent  man  falsely  accused  of  fraud 
would  scarcely  be  desirous  of  concealing 
the  facts  which  he  may  have  stated  to  his 
legal  adviser,  for  the  purpose  of  abtaining 
the  legal  protection  to  which'  he  is>  justiy 
entiUed.  A  man  engaged  in  a  scheme  of 
fraud  will  be  very  unwilling  to  disclose  the 
statement  of  facts  which  he  may  have  made 
to  his  legal  adviser,  for  the  purpose  of  better 
enabling  himself  to  secure  and  enjoy  the  firuits 
of  his  fraud ;  and  it  may  be  worUiy  of  the 
consideration  of  those  to  whose  lot  it  falls  to 
have  to  decide  such  cases,  to  consider  whe-> 
ther  the  interests  of  justice,  or  the  honour 
and  utility  of  the  legal  profession,  are  more 
or  less  likely  to  be  promoted  by  the  author 
of  a  fraud  being  compelled  to  disclose,  or 
permitted  to  conceal  facts  and  admissions 
contained  in  such  statement  to  his  legal 
adviser. 

Considering  the  importance  of  having  the 
real  truth  of  every  case  known,  and  laying 
aside  the  inferences  which  appear  to  have 
been  deduced  from  several  cases  which  do 
not  in  any  manner  bear  upon  the  question, 
I  own  that  J  have  felt  great  difficulty  in 
discovering  any  well-grounded  principles  on 
which  the  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  of 
discovery  can  be  said  to  rest ;  and,  under 
these  circumstances,  whilst  I  am  bound 
by  the  decisions,  and  submit  to  them -with 
the  respect  that  is  due,  I  ^m  unable  to  de- 
duce from  them  a  principle  which  I  can 
consider  as  a  satisfactory  guide  to  their 
application  to  cases  which  do  not  fall  within 
the  direct  scope  of  their  authority ;  and 
therefore  it  is  that,  in  the  present  case,  I 
must  afford  the  protection,  as  it  is  called,  to 
that  extent  in  which  protection  has  hitherto 
been  afforded  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in 
similar  cases,  and  no  further.  In  the  cases 
of  Hughes  v.  BiddtUph,  Vent  v.  Pacey,  and 
Garland  v.  Scott,  it  was  determined  that  the 
defendant  should  not  be  compelled  to  pro- 
duce such  confidential  communications,  made 
merely  in  the  relation  of  solicitor  and  client, 
as  had  taken  place  either  during  the  progress 
of  the  suit,  or  with  reference  to  the  suit 
previous  to  its  commencement,  or  a  direction 
to  his  solicitor  to  take  the  opinion  of  coun- 
sel in  a  matter  then  in  question,  which 
afterwards  became  the  subject  of  a  suit.  The 
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ease  of  Bohon  v.  ih0  Cwrforaiiak  of  Liver^ 
pool  was  a  cross-bill  to  aid  the  plaintifF's 
defence  to  an  action  brought  against  him  by 
the  defendants  in  equity ;  and  it  -was  deter- 
mined, that  the  defendants  in  equity  should 
not  be  compelled  to  produce  afcatemecits  and 
cases  submitted  to  counsel,  which  had  been 
prepared  in  contemplation  off  and  with  re- 
ference to,  the  action  or  suit.  In  Nias  t. 
the  Northern  and  Etutern  Railway  Com" 
pany^  the  Lord  Chancellor,  whilst  he  ex- 
pressed his  approbation  of  Bolton  v.  the 
Corporation  of  Liverfooi,  referred,  without 
disapprobation,  to  its  having  been  held,  that 
cases  long  before  considered  necessary  for 
the  opinion  of  counsel,  with  reference  to  the 
subject-matter  to  be  brought  into  contest, 
would  not  be  protected  under  the  privilege 
of  professional  advice  and  confidential  con^- 
munications. 

These,  then,  are  the  cases  which  I  con- 
sider it  to  be  my  duty  to  follow  as  autho- 
rities, and  according  to  which  I  am  bound 
to  act  to  the  best  of  my  ability.  I  am,  there- 
fore, not  to  order  the  defendants  to  produce 
documents  which  are  properly  to  be  con- 
sidered as  confidential  communications  made 
between  solicitor  and  client,  and  which  took 
place  either  in  the  progress  of  the  suit,  or 
with  reference  to  the  suit  previously  to  its 
commencement. 

la  this  case,  the  defendants  Robinson 
and  Gillett  were  the  assignees  of  Sir  Tho- 
mas Champneys,  an  insolvent  debtor ;  in  the 
character  of  assignees,  they  were  involved 
in  or  exposed  to  much  litigation,  and  it  was 
their  duty  to  act  with  the  greatest  caution, 
and  probably  their  duty  to  act  under  care- 
ful professional  advice. 

On  the  10th  of  November  1838,  they 
put  up  the  estates  naw  in  question  for  sale, 
and  the  plaintiff.  Flight,  became  the  pur- 
chaser, and  then  for  the  first  time  had  any 
interest  in  that  property.  On  the  24th  of 
April  1840,  and  in  consequence  of  disputes 
which  had  arisen,  Robinson  and  Gillett  filed 
their  original  bill  against  Flight,  for  a  spe- 
cific performance  of  the  agreement ;  and  on 
the  29th  of  October  1840,  Flight  filed  this 
bill  for  discovery  of  matter  to  afiect  the 
validity  of  the  agreement. 

The  first  class  of  p^>ers  now  in  question, 
with  the  exception  of  the  papers  numbered 
three  and  four,  may,  perhaps,  be  assumed  to 
consist  of  confidential  communications  be- 


tween attorney  and  counsel  and  eHeni ;  'but 
they  did  not  take  place  either  in  the  progress 
of  the  suit,  or  with  reference  to  the  suit 
previously  to  its  commencement.  They 
are  properly  distinguished  as  having  tak^ 
place  before  the  10th  of  November  1638, 
'  the  day  on  which  the  relation  of  vendor  and 
purchaser  arose  between  the  defendants  and 
the  plaintiff.  The  defendants  being  in  cir- 
cumstances of  hazard  and  responsibility  in 
the  management  of  the  estate,  for  their  own 
security  and  protection  made  statements 
for  the  opinion  of  counsel,  and  alleged  them 
to  be  privileged  communications,  wh!cli«  in 
one  sense,  they  surely  are,  for  their  attorney 
would  not  be  permitted  to  disclose  th^m ; 
but  they  are  not,  in  my  opinion,  30  privi- 
leged, as  to  protect  the  defendants  meni- 
selves  firom  discovering  them  In  answer  to 
the  plaintiff*s  bill. 

As  to  the  second  class,  the  defendants 
say,  that  the  cases  therein  mentioned  relate 
to  the  sale,  and  they  were  the  objecdons 
taken  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants*  title 
— the  steps  taken  by  the  defendants  to  clear 
up  the  objections,  and  so  on ;  and  t  think  I 
must  consider  these  cases  as  communica- 
tions with  reference  to  the  dispute  which 
resulted  in  the  present  investigation. 

The  third  class  consists  of  cases  laid  be- 
fore counsel  in  the  progress  of  the  cause, 
with  reference  to  the  matters  in  dispute.   - 

It  is  certainly  very  difficult  for  me  to 
conceive  that  truth  and  justice  can  be  pro- 
moted by  concealing  the  cases  mentioned 
In  the  second  class,  or  that  the  protection 
afforded  can  produce  anything  but  aggra- 
vated suspicion,  and  prolonged  Htigalion 
and  expense.  But  I  think  those  papers^  aa 
well  as  the  papers  in  the  third  class,  are 
within  the  rule  that  gives  this  protecdbn, 
and  that  the  defendants  are  not,  according  to 
the  rule,  to  be  compelled  to  produce  them. 

As  to  the  fourth  class,  I  think  that  the 
defendants  are  bound  to  produce  such  letters 
as  were  written  prior  to  the  sale — prior  to 
the  10th  of  November  1838.  The  otber 
letters,  I  think,  are  within  the  rule  of  pro- 
tection, provided  they  were  written  merely 
in  the  relation  of  solicitor  and  client.  If 
they  were  written  in  the  relation  of  principal 
and  agent  for  effecting  the  sale,  and  not  in 
the  relation  of  solieitor  and  client,  I  think 
they  would  not  be  within  the  rule  of  pro- 
tection.    The  answer  is  not  so  distinct  as  I 
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cQuld.  hft7ft  vqahed  it  to  be  jn.tlus  respect- 
If  there  he  a&y  doubt  about  tbe  facts,  I  will 
g^ve  the  4efendant8  leave  to  file  an  affidavit 
to  ^cplain  the  matter  more  fully. 

I  urn  of  Qpmiou^that  the  defendants  are 
bound  to  produce  all  the  documents  in  the 
fifUi,  sixth,8eventh|dghth«  ninth»  tenth,  and 
twelfth  claAsea;  communications  with  the 
inaolvent,  or  with  his  creditorS|  or  with  the 
in^^vent's  wife  or  solicitor,  memoranda 
made  ai  the  meeting  of  creditors,  and  cases 
pn  behalf  of  creditors^  do  not  appear  tq  me 
to  fcU  within  any  rule  of  professional  con- 
fideiK^  which  can  be  considered  as  having 
relation  to  this  dispute,  or  the  matters  in 
C(uestion  in  this  cause :  and  it  does  not 
.  appear  to  me  that  any  communication  made 
to  \lr,  Comnussioner  Law  can  be  considered 
as  a  professional  or  even  a  confidential  com- 
munication of  any  kind. 
.  ^  to  the  eleyeptfa  class,  I  think  the 
defendants  ought  to  produce  such  bills,  or 
parts  ot  bills,  of  costs  of  their  solicitor,  as 
relate  to  the  matters  in  question,  prior  to 
the  10th  of  November  1838,  or  to  the  do- 
cuments which  the  defendants  are  now  to 
be  ordered  to  produce  ;  but  they  ought  not 
to  be  required  to  produce  any  other  bills,  or 
any  other  parts  of  bills;  and  t  do  not  think 
tbey  ought  to.  be  ordered  to  produce  their 
solicitor's  book^,  whether  letter  books, 
journal  books,  or  others. 

On  the  .whole,. therefore,  I  order  the  de- 
fendants to  produce  the  papers  and  docu- 
ments comprised  in  the  classes  one,  five, 
six,  seven,  eight,  nine,  ten,  and  twelve,  such 
letters  in  class  four  as  wer^  written  before 
the  loth  of  November  1838,  and  such  other 
^letters  therein  comprised  as  the  defendants 
shall  not  by  affidavit  state  to  have  been 
written  between  the  defendants  and  their 
solicitor,  merely  in  the  relation  of  solicitor 
and  client,  and  such  bills  and  parts  of  bills 
of  costs  as  relate  to  business  done  before  the 
10th  day  of  November  1838,  or  to  the  do- 
cuments which  the  defendants  are  hereby 
ordered  to  produce;  and  if  any  of  those 
documents  comprise  entries  relating  to  any 
other  matters  than  those  which  are  admitted 
to  be  in  question  in  this  cause,  of  course 
there  is  the  ordinary  ordeir  to  seal  up  such 
parts  of  them. 


Nsw  Series,  XIII.— Chanc. 


*     L.C. 
1643. 

Mar.  90 ;  June  28 ;  I  BaBVBR    v,  mauojeb- 
July  26 ;  Aug.  2»  I  msy. 

1844. 
May  25* 

Receiver-^AccoujUs — Banker. 

Where  a  receiver  wds  in  the  habit  ofpa^- 
ing  the  monies  he  received  into  a  hankers 
handSf  and  receiving  interest  on  the  balances, 
he  was  held  liable  for  the  loss  occasioned  by 
the  banker*s  bankruptcy,  although  the  time 
for  passing  hia  accounts  had  not  arrived  at 
the  time  of  the  bankruptcy. 

In  1832,  the  Hon.  Iliomas  AmericusErs- 
kine  was  appointed  receiver  of  certain  tithes 
to  which  the  suit  related.  He  consented  to 
act  without  salary,  and  was  directed  by  the 
order  to  deliver  his  first  account,  which  was 
to  be  made  tip  to  Lady-day  1833,  on  or 
before  the  first  day  of  Michaelmas  term 
1833  j  and  his  subsequent  annual  accounts, 
made  up  to  Lady-day  in  each  year,  were  to 
be  delivered  on  or  before  the  first  day  of 
the  succeeding  Michaelmas  term.  Tbe 
accotmts  fbr  the  years  1836,  1837,  1838, 
and  1839,  not  having  been  duty  delivered, 

:  the  plaintifi;  in '  June  1840,  caused  (he 
receiver,  to  be  served  with  a  notice  to  bring 

*  in  his  accounts  for  those  four  years.  Those 
aiccounts  were  brought  in  some  time  after- 
wards, the  last  account  being  brought  in  \i\ 
Aprill841. 

In  February  1842,  the  receiver  brought 

'  in  his  account  up  to  tady-day  1840,  the 
balance  on  which  was  1,832^  4s.  4d,  In 
April  1842,  he  brought  in  his  accounts' up 
to  Lady -day  1841,  the  balance  on  which 
was  2,094/.  0*.  2d.  The  receiver  had  been  in 
the  habit  of  paying  the  monies  which  came 
to  his  hands  as  receiver  into  the  bank  of 
Messrs.  Daintry,  Ryle  &  Co.,  of  Macclesfield, 
who  placed  them  in  their  books  to  an  account 
entitled  *  The  Tithe  Account,*  and  allowed 
the  receiver,  for  his  own  use,  interest  at  2\ 
per  cent,  on  the  balances  in  their  hands. 
Messrs.  Daintry  &  Co.  stopped  payment  on 
the  30th  of  June  1841,  and  there  was  then  in 
their  hands  on  *  The  Tithe  Account'  a  sum 
of  6,891/.  ISs.  lOi.,  comprising  all  the 
balance  for  1841  and  part  of  the  balance  for 
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1840.  Messrs.  Daintry  &  Co.  paid  a  divi- 
dend of  6s.  in  the  pound  on  the  sum  of 
6,891?.  16*.  lOd. 

In  December  1842,  a  motion  was  made 
before  the  Vice  Chancellor,  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiflF,  that  the  receiver  should  pay 
into  court  the  sum  of  3,9262.  6s,  4rf., 
being  the  amount  which  was  due  from  him 
on  the  balance  of  his  accounts  for  1840  and 

1841.  The  Vice  Chancellor  ordered  that  the 
receiver  should,  on  or  before  the  24th  of 
December  1842,  pay  1,684Z.,  part  of 
2,0672.  10«.,  the  amount  of  the  dividends 
paid  by  Messrs.  Daintry  &  Co.  on  the 
6,8912.  16*.  lOrf.,  after  deducting  certain 
costs,  and  that  he  should,  on  or  before  the 
3rd  of  March  1843,  pay  into  court  the  sum 
of  2,2422.  6s.  4(2.,  being  the  difference  be- 
tween 1,6842.  and  the  sum  of  3,9262.  6^.  4(1. 
which  had  been  found  due  from  him  ;  and 
the  receiver  was  to  pay  the  costs  of  that 
application. 

The  receiver  moved,  by  way  of  appeal, 
to  discharge  that  order. 

Mr.  Beihell  and  Mr.  Lloyd^  for  the  ap- 
pellant, contended,  that  so  far  as  related  to 
the  balance  for  the  year  ending  at  Lady- 
day  1841,  the  receiver  was  not  required 
to  pass  those  accounts  before  Michaelmas 
in  that  year,  and  that  he  was  fully  justified 
in  depositing  the  money  with  the  bankers 
until  he  could  pay  it  into  court ;  that  in  that 
respect,  therefore,  he  was  not  guilty  of  any 
neglect  or  omission :  that  with  regard  to  the 
balance  for  the  year  1840,  the  account  cer- 
tainly ought  strictly  to  have  been  taken  in 
by  Michaelmas  1 840,  and  the  balance  paid  in^ 
a  month  or  two  before  the  bankers  stopped 
payment ;  but  the  receiver  was  acting  for 
the  benefit  of  the  different  parties  widiout 
salary,  and  had  not  committed  any  gross 
negligence :  that  this  was  not  a  case  in  which 
the  Court  would  make  him  personally  liable 
to  make  good  the  loss  which  had  arisen 
from  the  bankers'  default. 

Mr.  Koe  and  Mr.  Renshaw,  in  support 
of  the  Vice  Chancellor's  order,  contended 
that  there  was  nothing  in  this  case  which 
prevented  the  receiver  from  acting  with 
perfect  regularity  in  passing  his  accounts ; 
that  he  had  received  interest  on  the  balance 
in  the  bankers'  hands ;  and  that  therefore, 
as  he  had  personally  made  use  of  this  money, 
he  must  be  held  responsible  for  it. 


The  following  authorities  were  referred 
to : — 

Wren  v.  Kirtan,  11  Ves.  377. 

Potts  V.  Leighton,  15  Ibid.  273. 

Beames*s  Orders^  461. 

Shaw  V.  Rhodes,  2  Russ.  539. 

Saltoay  v.  Salway,  2  Russ.  &  Myl.  215  ; 

s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  152. 
Bainhrigge  v.  Blair,  3  Beav.  421 ;  a.  c. 
10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  193. 

Mr.  Beihell  replied. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  that  with 
regard  to   the  account  up  to  Lady^day, 

1840,  the  receiver  was  deady  in  de£&iilt 
in  not  passing  his  account  in  proper  time ; 
but  as  to  the -account  up  to  Lady-day, 

1841,  the  receiver  was  not  guilty  of  any 
default,  and  was  not  chargeable  on  that 
ground.  But  as  he  took  the  benefit  of  the 
interest  which  the  bankers  allowed  on  the 
balance,  he  must  also  be  responsible  for  the 
loss  which  had  arisen.  He  should  not, 
therefore,  make  any  variation  in  the  Vice- 
Chancellor's  order,  except  as  to  the  costs, 
which  he  thought  ought  not  to  £dl  upon 
the  receiver,  but  should  be  costs  in  the 
cause. 


M.R. 

1843. 

Nov.  17, 18. 

\ 

1844. 

THE  BARN8LET  CANAL  COM* 
PANY  V.  TWIBSLL. 

January  18. 
L.C. 

May  22. 
Jnnel2,21,22. 

Canal  Company — Minerals  under  Canal' 
— Compensation — Affidavits — Costs. 

A  Canal  Company  were  atUhorized  by  their 
act  of  incorporation  to  require  the  workers  of 
any  mines  under  the  canal  to  leave  so  much 
coal  oh  each  side  of  the  canal  as  they  miyht 
require  for  the  safety  of  it ;  and  the  Company 
were  to  make  compensation,  to  be  assessed  (If 
the  parties  differed)  by  a  jury : — Held,  tiuU 
the  Company  were  bound  to  make  compensa* 
<fon,  not  ofiy  for  the  value  of  the  coal  ta  the 
bed,  but  also  for  the  additional  profit  which 
could  only  be  made  by  getting  it, 

Ifi  plaintiff  obtains  an  if^unetion  on  ajfi^ 
davits,  and  the  injunction  is  afterwards  dis^ 
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solved  with  costs,  the  defendants  will  be  aU 
lowed  their  costs  of  coufUer' affidavits  filed 
with  a  view  of  strengthening  their  case,  aU 
though  the.  question  in  issue  in  the  cause 
might  have  been  decided  on  demurrer. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  the  company  of 
proprietors  of  the  Bamsley  Canal  Naviga- 
tion, and  prayed  for  a  declaration  that  the 
defendant  was  not  entitled  to  any  compen- 
sation on  account  of  certain  coal  mentioned 
in  the  pleadings,  and  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  him,  his  solicitor,  and  agents,  from 
appearing,  or  producing  any  evidence,  before 
a  jury  which  had  been  summoned  to  assess 
the  compensation  for  the  coal  before  referred 
to. 

The  circumstances  of  the  case  are  stated 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 
With  regard  to  the  act  of  parliament  under 
which  the  question  arose,  the  following 
clauses  are  material: — 

The  act  was  passed  in  the  SSrd  year  of 
the  reign  of  Greorge  the  Third,  by  which  the 
Company  were  incorporated,  for  tiie  purpose 
of  making  a  canal  from  the  river  Calder  to  or 
near  to  the  town  of  Bamsley,  in  Yorkshire, 
with  the  usual  powers  to  take  and  hold  land ; 
and,  in  order  to  fix  the  price  which  was  to  be 
paid  by  the  Company  for  any  lands  which 
they  should  require,  in  case  the  Company 
and  the  owners  should  not  agree  as  to  the 
amount  of  purchase-money,  Commissioners 
were  appointed,  who  were  to  cal]  a  meeting 
and  decide  all  such  differences,  upon  being 
requested  to  do  so,  either  by  the  Company 
or  by  the  owners  of  the  land ;  and,  if  either 
of  the  parties  refused  to  submit  to  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Commissioners,  they  were  em- 
powered to  issue  a  warrant  to  the  Sheriff  of 
the  county  of  York,  commanding  him  to 
empanel  a  jury  to  assess  the  amount  of 
compensation  to  be  paid  by  the  Company ; 
and  the  verdict  of  the  jury  was  to  be  con- 
clusive, and  should  not  be  removed,  by  cer^ 
tiarari  or  other  process  whatever,  into  any 
of  the  courts  of  record  at  Westminster,  or 
any  other  court.  By  the  40th  section,  it 
was  declared,  that  the  act  was  not  to  pre- 
judice or  affect  the  right  of  the  lord  of  any 
manor,  or  any  other  owner,  to  the  minerals 
under  any  of  the  land  taken  by  the  Com- 
pany ;  but  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  them 
(subject  to  the  restrictions  thereinafter  con- 
tained,) to  work  and  get  the  minerals,  not 


thereby  injuring,  prejudicing,  or  obstructing 
the  said  canal.  And  it  was  further  enacted, 
that  *'  if  the  owner  or  worker,  owners  or 
workers  of  any  coal  or  other  mine  or  mines, 
should,  in  pursuing  such  mine  or  mines, 
work  so  near,  in  the  opinion  of  the  said 
company  of  proprietors,  to  the  said  intended 
cansd,  as  to  endanger  or  damage  the  same, 
or,  in  the  opinion  of  the  said  owner  or 
worker,  owners  or  workers,  of  the  said  mine 
or  mines,  to  endanger  or  damage  the  fur- 
ther working  thereof,  then  it  should  be  law- 
ful for  the  said  company  of  proprietors  to 
treat  and  agree  with  the  owner  or  worker, 
owners  or  workers,  for  all  such  coal  or  other 
minerals  as  might  be  near  or  under  the  said 
intended  canal  as  should  be  thought  proper 
to  be  left  for  the  security  or  preservation  of 
the  said  intended  canal,  or  other  works,  or 
mine  or  mines  as  aforesaid."  And  in  case 
the  Company  and  the  worker  of  any  such 
mine  could  not  agree  as  to  the  amount  of 
compensation,  it  was  to  be  setded  by  a  jury, 
as  before  mentioned ;  and,  upon  payment  of 
the  money,  the  owner  or  worker  of  such 
mine  was  to  be  perpetually  restrained  from 
working  such  mine  within  those  limits. 

The  defendant  having  given  the  notices 
which  were  required  by  the  act  for  having 
a  jury  empanelled,  the  Company  filed  this 
bill  on  the  8th  of  May  1843 ;  and,  on  the 
11th  of  the  same  month,  they  obtained,  on 
affidavits,  an  injunction  from  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill ; 
but  his  Lordship  gave  the  defendant  liberty 
to  move  on  affidavit  to  dissolve  it ;  and  a 
motion  for  that  purpose  was  now  accord- 
ingly brought  on. 

Mr,  Turner  and  Mr,  Glasse  appeared  for 
the  defendant;  and 

Mr,  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr,  Daniell 
for  the  Company. 

The  following  cases  were  referred  tc^— 

The  Queen  v.  the  Committee-men  for  the 

South  Holland  Drainage,  8  Ad.  &  El. 

429 ;  S.C.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Q.B. 

64. 
The  Queen  v.  the  Trustees  of  Swansea 

Harbour,  8  Ad.  &  £1. 439 ;  s.  c.  1  Per. 

&  Dav.  512 ;   8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 

Q.B.  69. 
The  Skinners  Company    v.  the  Irish 

Society,  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  162. 
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Gordon  v.  the  Cheltenham  and  Oraai 
Western  Union  Railway  Company^ 
5  Beav.  229;  s.c.  2  Railway  Cases, 
800  &  872. 

The  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the 
Dudley  Canal  Navigation  Company 
V.  Grazebrook,  1  B.  &  Ad.  59;  s.c. 
8  Law  J.  Rep.  K.B.  S61. 

Tlie  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the  Nati* 
gation  of  the  River  Dun  v.  the  North 
Midland  Railway  Company ^  1  Rail- 
way Cases,  135. 

Kemp  V.  the  London  and  Brighton  Rail^ 
way  Company y  1  Railway  Cases,  495. 

Martin  t.  Porter,  5  Mee  &  Wels.  861. 

Wildr.  Holt,  9  Mee.  &  Wels.  672  ;  s.c. 
11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Exch.  285. 

Jan.  18.— The  Master  of  the  Rot.ls. — 
This  case  came  on  upon  a  motion  to  dissolve 
an  injunction  which  was  some  time  since 
granted  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  pro- 
ceeding before  a  jury,  summoned  by  the 
Commissioners  under  the  Bamsley  Canal 
Act,  to  ascertain  the  compensation  to  which 
he  might  be  entitled  for  his  interest  in  cer- 
tain coal  which  the  plaintiff  required  to  be 
left  for  the  security  of  their  canel. 

The  canal  has  been  long  completed.  It 
passes  for  495  yards  through  the  estate  of 
Mr.  Beaumont,  in  the  township  of  Barugh. 
The  land  under  which  it  passes  was  pur- 
chased by  the  plaintifis  many  years  ago ;  but 
by  the  Canal  Act  the  coal  mines  and  coals 
were  reserved  to  the  owners,  their  heirs,  and 
assigns,  who  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  work 
the  mines  so  as  not  to  injure  the  canal. 
The  plaintiffs  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  in- 
spect any  workings ;  and  if  the  workings 
should  approach  so  near  to  the  canal  as,  in 
their  opinion,  to  endanger  it,  they  might 
agree  with  the  owners  or  workers  for  the 
coal  or  mineral  to  be  left  for  the  security  of 
the  canal,  and  as  to  the  satisfaction  which 
was  to  be  paid  for  the  same ;  and  if  an 
agreement  should  not  be  come  to  as  to  the 
satisfaction,  the  Commissioners  under  the 
act  were  to  summon  a  jury  to  assess  and 
determine  what  satisfection  the  ovmer  or 
worker  was  to  receive  on  being  restrained 
from  working  the  mine ;  and  upon  payment 
or  satisfaction  made  according  to  the  verdict, 
the  owner  or  worker  was  to  be  perpetually 
restrained  from  working  the  same. 

The  owners  and  workers  of  doai  in  this 


township  do  not  ii^p^r  td  fantre  had  any  hi- 
fermation  as  to  dieir  liabilities,  except  that 
which  they  might  ha^e  obtaiiied  from  tlie 
Canal  Aet,  which  reserved  to  the  ownets  the 
liberty  of  working  the  ooals,  not  thereby 
injuring  the  canal.  And  from  the  coire- 
spondeoce  whieh  has  been  proved  in  liiis 
case,  it  seems  that  the  plaintiffii  did  not 
think  it  incumbent  upon  diem  to  point  out 
what  quantity  of  coal  they  required  to  he 
left  for  the  safety  of  the  canal,  hat  rather 
desired  the  worker  to  go  on  at  his  cvwa 
peri],  and  either  leave  the  coal,  receivhig  no 
compensation  for  it,  or  run  the  hazard  of 
doing  an  injury  to  the  canal,  for  which  he 
might  be  made  answerable.  If  this  was 
the  intention  of  the  plaintifis,  it  was  de- 
feated by  the  proper  attention  given  to  the 
subject  by  Mr.  Brakenridge,  the  agent  of 
Mr.  Beamnont. 

Before  any  notice  was  given,  and  in  die 
year  1830,  Mr.  Beaumont,  die  then  ownw 
of  the  coal  in  this  place,  agreed  to  let  to 
Frank  Burton  and  the  defendant,  all  the 
coal  on  the  north  and  south  sides  of  the 
canal,  on  the  one  side  up  to  the  canal,  and 
on  the  other  side  up  to  the  canal  and  tovring- 
path,  on  certain  terras,  which  gave  to  Bur* 
ton  and  the  defendant  an  interest  in  the  coal 
comprised  in  the  lease,  and  that  interest 
afterwards  became  vested  in  the  defendant 
alone. 

In  consequence  of  the  state  of  the  work- 
ings in  1839,  Mr.  Brakenridge  requested 
the  plaintiffs  to  state  what  reservation  of 
coal  they  desired  to  have  made  for  the  safety 
of  their  canal.  This  request  was  often  re- 
peated by  Mr.  Brakenridge,  and,  in  February 
1840,  the  defendant  gave  notice  to  the 
plaintiffs  that  he  was  willing  to  enter  into 
an  agreement  for  such  coal  as  they  might 
require  to  be  left  for  the  security  and  pre- 
servation of  the  canal. 

Mr.  Beaumont  (for  whom  Mr.  Braken- 
ridge acted)  was  entided  to  the  coal  under 
the  canal  and  towing-path  absolutely;  he 
was  not  so  entitled  to  the  coal  under  the 
land  on  each  side  of  the  canal  and  towii^- 
padi ;  for  as  to  that,  Mr.  Twibell,  the  de- 
fendant, had  under  his  lease  or  agreement  a 
light  to  get  it,  upon  paying  Mr.  Beanmont 
the  due  consideration. 

The  plaintifis,  on  the  9di  of  March 
1840,  informed  Mr.  Brakenridge  that  they 
were  advised  to  purchase  fkom  Mr.  Bean- 
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montciNil  to  tli(6  extend  of  eight  yfttdsin 
breadtli  oa  each  side  of  the  canal  and  to«r» 
iag-path.  At  this  ttme  the  plauitiffs  seem 
to  have  supposed  that  all  the  coal  which 
they  might  require  to  he  left  for  the  safety 
of  the  canal  had  been  reserved  out  of  the 
defendant's  lease ;  but  tMs  being  explained 
by  a  letter  of  Mr.  Brakenridge»  dated  on 
the  same  9th  of  March  1840,  the  pkintiffa 
afterwards,  on  the  11th  of  March  1840, 
served  the  defendant  with  a  notice  not  to 
work  the  coal  within  eight  yards  of  either 
side  of  the  canal  and  towing-path,  and  re- 
quired him  to  state  his  claim,  if  he  had  any, 
to  compensation. 

'  The  defendant,  in  August  1840,  stated 
the  snm  of  5511.  as  the  amount  of  his  claim 
to  compensation;  and  the  plaintiffs,  with 
loll  knowledge  of  this  claim  of  the  defen* 
dant,  treated  separately  with  Mr.  Beaumont 
for  a  settlement  of  hb  claim ;  and  after  long 
delay,  the  interest  of  Mr.  Beaumont  in  the 
coal  under  the  canal  and  towing-path,  and 
under  the  eight  yards  on  each  side  of  Ihem, 
was  purchased  by  and  conveyed  to  the 
plaintifis  for  the  sum  of  756/. 

From  the  evidence,  1  am  of  opinion,  that 
the  sum  of  756/.  did  not  include  any  com- 
pensation to  which  the  defendant  was  en- 
titled in  respect  of  his  claim.  It  was  not  so 
intended  by  Mr.  Beaumont,  or  Mr.  Braken- 
ridge,  who  acted  for  him,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  shew  that  it  was  so  understood 
by  the  plaintiffs,  or  Mr.  Foljambe,  who 
acted  for  them.  On  the  contrary,  it  appears 
to  me  that  the  plaintiffs  made  their  bargain 
with  Mr.  Beaumont,  with  full  knowledge  that 
the  defendant's  claim  was  outstanding  and 
unaffected  by  their  arrangement  with  Mr. 
Beaumont. 

The  plaintiffs,  though  fully  aware  of  the 
defendant's  daim,  made  frequent  attempts 
to  postpone  and  evade  the  consideration  of 
it ;  but  at  length  the  defendant  succeeded  in 
bringing  the  matter  before  the  Commissioners 
under  the  act  of  parliament,  with  the  view 
of  procuring  the  proper  steps  to  be  taken  to 
ascertain  the  amount  of  the  compensation 
which  might  be  due  to  him,  in  the  manner 
directed  by  the  act. 

This  bill  is  filed  on  the  allegation,  and 
praying  a  declaration  that  the  defendant  is 
not  entitled  to  any  compensation,  and  there- 
fore praying  that  he  may  be  restrained  from 
proceeding  to  take  any  steps  for  the  purpose 


of  ascertaining  die  amount  of  such  compen- 
sation* 

It  was  aigued,  for  the  plaintiffs,  at  the 
bar,  that  the  Court,  which  under  the  act  is 
intrusted  with  the  duty  of  ascertaining  what 
satisfaction  is  to  be  paid  to  the  coal-worker, 
is  not  so  constituted  as  to  be  likely  to  come 
to  a  just  conclusion.  •  But  I  agree  with  the 
argument  of  the  defendant  on  this  point. 
No  equity  can  be  founded  on  an  allegation 
that  a  Court  legally  constituted,  is  not  pro- 
perly competent  to  decide  questiona  within 
its  jurisdiction.  The  legislature  has  given 
the  jurisdiction  to  the  Court  provided  by  the 
act,  and  has  made  its  decision  final.  If  any 
inconvenience  arises  firom  the  legal  exercise 
of  the  jurisdietiou,  the  legislature  alone  can 
apply  a  remedy. 

It  was  next  argued  that  Uie  plaintiffs  had, 
in  fact,  paid  the  whole  value  of  the  coal  to 
Mr.  Beaumont,  and  that  nothing  more  can 
be  required  from  them.  Having,  as  they  say, 
paid  to  Mr.  Beaumont  the  full  value  of  the 
coal  in  the  bed,  they  are  under  no  obligation 
to  give  to  the  defendant  any  compensation 
for  profit,  which  he  might  have  made  by 
selling  the  coal  which  he  intended  to  obtain 
under  his  lease  or  agreement,  and  the  rather 
because  the  act  of  parliament  informed  the 
defendant  of  the  plaintiffs'  powers,  and  that 
he  was  not  to  work  so  as  to  injure  the  canal. 
And  it  was  further  aigued  that  the  Court  to 
be  constituted  under  the  act,  is  only  to  try 
and  determine  the  amount  of  compensation 
in  cases  where  it  is  agreed,  or  in  some  way 
decided  that  some  compensation  is  to  be 
paid ;  the  Court,  as  it  is  said,  having  no  juris- 
diction to  decide  the  question,  whether  any 
or  no  compensation  is  to  be  paid. 

I  consider  it  to  be  clear  that  the  plaintifis 
are  not  entitled  to  an  injunction,  if  the  de- 
fendant be  entitled  to  any  compensation,  the 
amount  of  which  has  to  be  ascertained;  and 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  under  his 
lease  had  an  interest  in  the  coal  under  the 
eight  yards  on  each  side  of  the  canal  and 
towing-path — he  had  a  right  to  get  the  coal 
to  sell  it  for  what  he  could,  upon  paying  the 
sums  which  became  due  to  Mr.  Beaumont. 
Upon  this  dealing  there  might  have  been 
profit,  which  he  is  prevented  from  making 
by  the  notice  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  powers 
given  to  them  by  the  act.     The  value  of  the 
coal  in  the  bed,  or  the  price  paid  to  the  coal- 
owner,  can  be  no  compensation  to  the  ooal- 
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worker  for  the  loss  of  the  interest  which  he 
had  acquired.  The  ground  on  which  it  is 
aigued,  that  he  should  have  no  compensation 
is,  that  when  he  took  his  lease  he  had  notice,  or 
was  informed  by  the  act  of  parliament,  that 
he  was  not  to  work  the  coal,  so  as  to  injure 
the  canal.  But  at  the  time  when  he  took  his 
lease  he  had  no  notice  t^at  the  plaintiffs  would 
require  eight  yards  of  breadth  of  coal  to  be 
left  on  each  side  of  the  canal  and  towing-path. 
The  coal  under  the  canal  and  towing-path 
was  not  comprised  in  his  lease,  and  he  had 
no  interest  in  it ;  but  he  did  not  know  that 
the  plaintiffii  would  require  more  or  less 
than  eight  yards,  or  indeed  any  breadth  of 
coal,  on  eadi  side  of  the  canal  and  towing- 
path.  He  knew  that  he  was  not  by  work- 
ing his  coal  to  injure  the  canal,  and  it  does 
not  appear  that  he  did  so ;  he  also  knew  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  inspect  his 
workings,  and,  if  he  worked  contrary  to  the 
directions  of  the  act,  were  entitled  at  his 
expense  to  make  the  repairs  rendered  neces- 
sary by  his  improper  working ;  but  as  the 
plaintiffs  did  not  think  fit  for  so  many  years 
to  give  any  notice  as  to  the  quantity  of  coal,  if 
any,  which  they  required  to  be  left  for  Uie 
safety  of  the  canal,  it  does  not  appear  why 
the  defendant  might  not  enter  into  an  agree- 
ment for  working  and  getting  all  the  coal 
comprised  in  his  lease. 

I  think  it  'very  probable  that  the  powen 
given  by  the  act  might  have  been  so  exer- 
cised as  to  enable  the  plaintiffii  to  buy  the 
coal  under  the  canal  and  towing-path,  and  a 
reasonable  distance  on  each  side  of  them,  at 
the  value  of  the  coal  in  the  bed ;  but,  for 
reasons  of  their  own,  they  probably  desired 
to  delay  the  notioea  as  long  as  they  coold ; 
they  left  it  quite  uncertain,  wheUier  they 
would  or  would  not  require  any  ooal  to  be 
left  for  the  safety  of  the  canal,  and  I  think 
that  they  cannot  justly  complain  of  any 
rights  which  the  coal- owners  may  have  con- 
ferred upon  the  coal- workers  during  the  time 
that  their  notices  were  delayed  for  their  own 
convenience.  And,  under  the  circumstances 
of  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  defen- 
dant lawfully  acquired  an  interest  in  ihe 
coal  which  the  phuntiflk  desire  to  be  left  for 
the  safety  of  the  canal. 

I  do  not  consider  what  may  be  the  value 
of  that  interest,  or  what  may  be  the  proper 
mode  of  computing  it ;  I  am  of  opinion,  that 
the  defendant  has  an  interest  in  inspect  of 


which  he  is  entitled  to  receive  satisfiustion, 
and  that  the  amount  of  the  sadsfaction  wiiidi 
he  is  to  receive  is  to  be  assessed  and  deter* 
mined  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  act. 

Under  these  circumstances  I  have  not 
thought  it  necessary  to  give  any  opinion 
upon  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  in  case  it 
had  clearly  appeared  that  the  defendant  was 
not  entitled  to  any  compensation ;  and  for 
the  reasons  which  I  have  stated,  I  dissolve 
the  injunction  which  has  been  granted  to 
restrain  the  defendant's  proceedings. 

With  regard  to  the  affidavits,  I  do  not  think 
that  parties  against  whom  an  injunction  is 
applied  for  and  obtained  upon  evidence  on 
one  side,  are  under  any  obligation  whatever 
to  demur,  if,  by  abstaining  from  doing  so, 
and  by  filing  affidavits,  they  think  they  can 
place  their  case  in  a  better  view  before  the 
Court.  I  think  the  affidavits  in  this  ease 
were  of  this  character ;  for,  although  I  agree 
with  the  argument  of  the  counsel  for  the 
Company,  that  the  real  question  in  issue  in 
the  cause  might  have  been  decided  upon  a 
demurrer,  still,  if  an  injunction  is  applied 
for  and  obtained  on  affidavits  on  one  side, 
I  cannot  say  that  the  other  party  is  wrong 
in  endeavouring  to  improve  his  case  by 
stating  facts  on  affidavits. 

The  injunction  was  dissolved;  and  the 
defendant  was  to  be  placed  as  nearly  as  pos- 
sible in  the  same  position  as  he  was  in  when 
^the  injunction  was  granted ;  and  he  was 
not  to  be  obliged  to  serve  the  notices  re- 
quired by  the  act,  or  to  begin  de  noro. 

The  Company  appealed  from  this  de- 
cision :  and  the  case  was  ai^ued  before  the 
Lord  Chancellor  by 

Mr.  Tinney  «adMr.  Danielle  for  the  ap- 
pellants, and 

Mr.  Wahefidd  and  Mr.  Qlaste^  kft  the 
defendant. 

The  LoRB  Cbancbllor  observed,  in  tiie 
course  of  the  argument,  that  the  sections 
of  the  act  which  applied  to  the  working  of 
mines  under  the  canal  and  towing-path 
did  not  reach  this  case,  as  the  defendant's 
mine,  which  was  the  subject  of  this  suit, 
was  under  the  land  within  eight  feet  of  the 
towing-path;  that  if  Mr.  Beaumont  were 
himsdf  the  worker  of  the  mine,  he  would 
be  entitled  to  compensation  for  the  loss  he 
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sustained  by  not  working,  ihat  is,  to  the 
^value  of  the  ooal  when  gotten,  deducting 
the  expense  of  getting  it,  and  if  he  parted 
-with  part  of  his  interest,  namely,  so  far  as 
xegarded  the  profit  to  be  derived  from  work- 
ing, to  Twibell,  then  Twibell  would  be 
equally  entitled  to  compensation.  If  his 
Xordship  thought  there  was  a  question  of 
zeasonable  doubt,  he  would  send  a  case  for 
the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law;  but  he 
thou^t  from  the  first  that  the  language  of 
the  act  was  dear,  and  after  listening  to  the 
irery  able  argument  of  Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr. 
Daniell,  he  still  thought  it  could  only  admit 
of  one  construction.  The  Master  of  the 
Rolls  granted  the  injunction  originally  ;  but 
be  gave  judgment,  after  deliberation,  in 
favour  of  the  defendant ;  and  his  Lordship 
concurred  in  that  judgment,  and  was  of  opi- 
nion that  the  motion  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 


L 
June 


.€•     \     In 
e22.  j 


ft     JOHN     GARDEN,     A 
LUNATIC. 


Where  the  wUl  of  a  lunatic  had  been 
admitted  to  probate,  the  Courts  upon  the 
petition  of  the  executrix,  ordered  a  fimd  in 
eomrt,  belonging  to  the  lunoHe's  estate,  to  be 
transferred  to  trustees  to  be  approved  by  the 
Commissioner^  and  to  be  held  by  them  upon 
the  trusts  of  the  will,  although  such  wiU  was 
made  after  the  tine  from  which  the  testator 
had  been  found  by  inquisition  to  have  been 
of  unsound  mind. 

John  Garden  had  been  found  a  lunatic 
in  October  1835,  and  the  inquintion  found 
that  he  had  been  in  a  state  of  lunacy  from 
the  24th  of  June  1831.  His  wife  was  ap- 
pointed the  committee  of  his  person  and 
estate,  and  a  sum  of  stock  in  the  new  3^^. 
per  cent,  annuities,  forming  part  of  his  estate, 
had  been  transferred  into  the  name  of  the 
Accountant  General  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery. 

The  lunatic  died  in  August  1842,  leaving 
his  widow,  and  three  daughters,  his  only 
children,  surviving. 

He  had  made  three  wills;  the  first  on 
the  26th  of  October  1830,  the  second  on  the 
Ifit  of  July  1831,  and  the  third  on  the  9th 
of  July  1831.     The  first  and  second  were 


in  the  same  words  with  the  exception  of  the 
date  and  the  attesting  witnesses.  His  wife 
was  not  named  as  executrix  in  either  of 
the  first  two  wills,  but  by  the  third  will 
the  testator  appointed  his  wife  executrix, 
and  a  person  who  was  since  dead,  executor. 

Under  the  advice  of  a  civilian,  and  after 
the  surviving  parties,  who  were  named  as 
executors  in  the  first  and  second  wills,  had 
refiised  to  act  as  executors,  the  wife  proved 
the  third  will  in  the  Prerogative  Court  of 
the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  on  the  1st  of 
April  1844.  No  parties  were  cited  upon 
the  will  being  carried  in  for  probate,  and  no 
opposition  was  made  in  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court.  The  interests  of  the  several  parties 
were  nearly  the  same  under  each  of  the 
wills,  the  wife  being  entitled  to  the  annual 
income  of  the  greater  part  of  the  lunatic's 
property  for  her  life,  and  her  three  children 
being  entitled  in  equal  shares  in  remainder. 

The  widow  now  presented  a  petition, 
praying  that  the  costs  of  the  petitioner  and 
the  children,  incident  to  this  application, 
should  be  taxed  and  paid  out  of  the  fund  in 
court,  and  that  the  residue  should  be  trans- 
ferred into  the  name  of  the  petitioner. 

The  petition  had  been  amended  by  in- 
serting all  the  three  wills,  and  by  further 
stating  the  nature  of  the  proceedings,  which 
would  be  necessary  to  prove  the  will  more 
fiNrmally  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  namely, 
that  sonte  adverse  party  must  either  cite 
the  executrix,  and  call  upon  her  to  prove 
the  will  in  solemn  form,  or  that  the  execu- 
trix must  voluntarily  take  in  such  probate, 
and  pray  a  decree  citing  all  persons  inter- 
ested to  appear,  and  see  the  will  so  proved, 
either  of  which  proceedings  would  cause 
considerable  expense  and  delay. 

Mr.  SSinton  supported  the  petition ;  and 

Mr.  Humphry  consented  to  the  prayer  of 
it,  on  behalf  of  the  three  children. 

The  Lord  Chancm.lor  made  an  order 
that  the  costs  of  this  petition,  and  the  testa- 
mentary and  other  costs,  charges,  and  ex- 
penses  of  the  petitioner  of  proving  tbe  wOl 
and  otherwise,  as  executrix,  should  be  taxeA 
and  paid  out  of  the  ftind ;  and  that  all  tHe 
dividends  should  be  paid  to  the  petitioner; 
and  that  it  should  be  referred  to  tlie  Com- 
missioner  to  approve  of  trustees,  a«^«^^^* 
of  declaration  of  trust  of  the  sum   o^J^^^f^ 
after  payment  of  the  above-mentioTied  costs 
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and  expenses,  according  to  the  last  w91  of 
the  lunatic,  and  that  ^e  funds  should  he 
transferred  to  such  trustees. 


.R.       ^ 
10,  12;V 

r3i.   3 


HARVEY  V.   MOUNT. 


M 

June  10 
July 

Witness — Exhibition  of  Articles  to  dis- 
credit Testimony  of— Application  to  theCourt. 

Previously  to  an  application  being  made 
to  the  Court  for  leave  to  exhibit  interroga- 
iories  for  the  purpose  of  discrediting  the 
testimony  of  a  witness  who  has  been  examined 
in  a  cause^  it  is  usual  to  file  articles,  and 
give  notice,  or  send  a  copy  thereof  to  the 
opposite  party, 

Leave^  however,  was  given  to  a  party, 
plaintiff,  to  exhibit  interrogatories  to  diS' 
credit  the  testimony  of  a  witness,  although 
no  articles  had  been  previously  filed,  on 
consideration  of  the  cases  of  Purcell  v, 
M'Naniara,  (8  Yes.  324,)  and  Wood  v. 
Hammerton,  (9  Ves.  145,)  but  ther Master  of 
the  Rolls  made  it  part  of  the  order  that  the 
defend>antM  should  also  have  Uberty  at  the 
same  time  to  examine  witnesses^  and  eross" 
examine  the  plaintiffs'  witnesses. 

This  was  an  application  to  the  Court  on 
motion,  on  hehalf  of  the  plaintifi8,«for  leave 
to  examine  witnesses  on  articles  to  be  exhi- 
bited by  them,  aa  to  the  credit  of  C.  S,  who 
had  bean  examined  in  chief  as  a  witness  in 
the  cause,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
Mount  and  wife,  and  cross-examined  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  affidavit  of  W. 
Sladden  and  Benjamin  Hulke,  in  support 
of  the  motion,  .stated,  that  in  the  early  part 
of  January  1842,  W.  Sladden  went  to  Upper 
Deal  to  obtain  information  irom  C.  S ;  that 
he  took  down  in  writing  a  statement  which 
C  S.  made  to  him,  which,  with  other  &cts, 
was  laid  before  counsel,  and  fonned  part  of 
the  charges  contained  in  the  original  bill, 
filed  on  the  3rd  of  February  1842;  that 
having  learned  that  the  defendants  had  been 
to  see  C.  S,  and  fearing  she  might  be  in- 
duced by  them  to  make  a  statement  dififering 
from  her  former  one,  he  again  visited  Deal, 
when  C.  S.  still  adhered  to  her  former  state- 
ment (except  in  one  particular,  which  she 
explained);  and  in  answer  to  a  question. 


wheth^  she  had  any  o^eation  to  laka  her 
oath  that  the  statement  she  had  made  was 
true,  she  expressed  her  readiness  to  do  so; 
that  an  affidavit,  embodying  the  statemcBt 
made  to  W«  Sladden  by  C.  S,  was,  on  the  8th 
of  February  1842,  sworn  to  by  C.  S,  in  the 
presence  of  B*  Hulke,  after  the  contents  had 
been  previously  read  to  her  by  W.  Sladdai, 
in  the  presence  of  her  mother. 

Publication  had  passed  in  the  cause,  and 
it  appeared  that  the  statement  made  by  C.  S. 
in  her  examination  in  chief,  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants,  and  on  her  cross-examination, 
differed  very  materially  from  the  statement 
contained  in  the  affidavit. 

Mr.  G,  Turner  and  Mr,  Goodeve,  in 
support  of  the  application,  cited — 

Wood  V.  Hammertan,  9  Yes.  145. 
Purcell  V.  M'Namara,  8  Ibid.  324. 
White  V.  FusseU,  19  Ibid.  127. 
MUl  V.  Mill,  12  Ibid.  406. 

Mr,  Kindersley  and  Mr.  E.  F,  Smkh, 
centra,  contended,  that  the  course  taken  by 
the  plainti&  was  not  the  proper  one,  and 
that,  according  to  the  practice  as  laid  down  in 
2  DanieWs  Practice,  p.  594— 596»  the  plain- 
tiffs ought  to  have  first  exhibited  articles  in 
writing)  and,  after  delivery  of  a  copy  thereof 
to  the  defendants,  to  have  applied  for  an 
order  to  examine  witnesses  to  the  credit  of 
C.  S ;  that  it  was  impossible  for  ^e  defioi- 
dants  to  know  the  g^und  of  impaadunent 
of  C«  S,'s  evidence,  unless  that  course  was 
taken ;  that  the  affidavit  was  an  improper 
and  illegal  instrument,  and  on^t  not  to  be 
permitted  to  be  used;  that  the  plaintJiR 
<^ught  not  now  to  be  allowed  to  examine 
witnesses,  having  omitted  to  cross-examine 
C.  S.  herself,  as  to  the  statement  contained 
in  the  affidavit;  that  the  present  was  not  a 
case  in  which  the  parties  could  not  know 
what  the^  witness  had  stated ;  and  that  the 
statement  being  in  writing,  parol  evidence 
was  not  admissible  to  contradict  it. 

The  statute  5  &  6  Will,  4.  c.  02.  a.  13. 

1  Phil,  on  Ev,  p.  432. 

PiggoU  V.  CroxhaU,  I  Sim.  &  Stn.467; 
s.  c.  1  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  225 ;  and 

Beames*s  Orders,  188. 
were  cited  for  the  defendants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after 
(amongst  other  things)  expressing  his  dii- 
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upptorsl  of  fih€  atleittt>t,  bf  neuur  bf  <lle 
Affidavit,  to  bifid  down  the  vitnese  a«  to  the 
etidenee  to  be  thereafter  gives  by  her,  and 
stadng  that  the  making  a  memoraadun  at 
the  time  of  ti^e  visit  to  Deal  by  the  solicitor, 
ibr  thepurpose  of  better  kaowing  the  native 
of  the  evidence  to  be  ailerwards  given  by 
the  witness,  wonld  not  have  been  impro* 
per,  observed,  that  the  casea  of  Wood  v. 
Hammerton  and  Pwroell  v.  M^Namar^  were 
deotded,  alter  great  eonsideration  and  atten- 
tion to  the  circumstances  of  each  case ;  and 
that  It  might  be  his  duty  to  grant  the  motion, 
although  it  had  in  practice  been  usual  to 
exhibit  articles  in  die  first  instiuice,  and 
before  application  was  made  to  the  Court, 
to  examine  witnesses  to  credit. 

Julydl.-^The  Master  op  the  Rolls, 
after  stating  briefly  the  fects  of  the  case, 
observed,  ^t  three  objectioas  had  been 
urged  against  the  application :  first,  that  it 
was  irregular,  inasmuch  as  articles  ought  to 
have  been  eiihibited  before  the  application 
was  made  to  the  Coutt;  secondly,  because 
the  plaintiffs'  solicitor  did  not  cause  the 
affidavit  to  be  submitted  to  C.  S.  when  she 
waa  eroas^xamined  as  a  witness  In  the 
caose;  and  thirdly,  because  the  plaintilb 
ought  not  to  make  uaa  oi  the  affidavit,  the 
obtainmg  of  which,  under  the  eireumttanoes, 
waa  improper  on  the  part  of  the  j^aiatlflb' 
solicitor;  that  it  was  a  more  usuai  course  to 
file  aitioles,  and  then  apply  to  the  Court 
fn:  leave  to  exbllnt  inteRogntories,  hut  that 
the  present  oourse  having  been  authorised 
bv  the  caaea  of  Wood  v.  Hmammrton  and 
Pureell  v.  M^NatMrn,  his  Lordship  could 
BOl hold  the  motion  irregular;  thatheconld 
not  consider  the  non-prodnction  of  tho  affi- 
davit on  the  examination  of  tiie  witness' a 
sottnd  objection;  that  the  eonduot  of  the 
plaintiffs'  toiicitor,  in  obtaining  the  affidavit, 
waa  certainly  improper,  and  might  have  had 
the  efifeot  of  entangling  the  witiiesSi  and 
preventmg  her  speaking  the  truth;  thal»as 
all  the  ft^  ought  to  Im  broug^  befeire  the 
Court,  in  granting  the  motion,  he  ^ould 
give  leave  to  the  defendants  to  examine 
witnesses,  and  also  to  cross-examine  the 
plaintiffs'  witnesses. 


V 
Jone 


.C.      \ 
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FOLLETT  e.  TYRER. 


New  SsaiBS,  XIII.--Chamc. 


Baron  and  Feme — Trust — Tenant  by  the 
Curtesy, 

Freehold  property  waa  conveyed  by  m- 
dentwe  of  aettlemeni  to  trusieeSf  in  trust  for 
the  separaie  use  of  the  wife  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  such  persons  as  she  should 
appoint^  andf  in  drfauk  of  appointnmnit  to 
her  right  heirs  for  ever.  The  trustees  had 
power  to  sell,  and  hold  the  proceeds  upon  the 
Uke  trusts.  The  wife  died  without  exercis'^ 
ing  the  power,  leaving  her  husband  and  only 
son  surviving  her.  The  trustees  sold  the 
property  after  the  wife^s  death  I'-^HM,  that 
the  husband  was  entitled  to  the  purchcae^ 
money  for  life  by  the  ewlesy. 

The  question  in  this  ease  was,  whether 
William  Hughes  was  entitled  as  tenant  by  tiie 
curtesy,  to  an  estate  whiiefa  was  settled,  upon 
his  maniagewilh  Slisabeth  Antrobns,  intlie 
following  manner :— By  the  settiem^it,  cer- 
tain lands  were  conveyed  to  tru#tees,  to  ^e 
use  of  Elizabeth  Hughes,  her  hein  and 
tosigns,  until  the  marriage  should  take 
piacOf  and  from  and  alter  the  solemttization 
thereof,  upon  trust,  to  pay  tho  rents,  isaues, 
and  profits  thereof  unto  the  said  Elisabeth 
Hughes,  for  life,  for  her  separate  use,  with 
lemnnder  to  the  use  of  e«ch  person  or 
persons,  for  such  etftate  w  estatea,  upon 
■ueh tniatS)  andlnsueh  parts,  ahatea,'aiid 
proportion8,«aa  llie  sadd  SMaid)€iAi  Hngbaa, 
with  or  withoat  the  oonsent  <if  hcv  'Alia 
intended^  or  any  futuare  hnsbandv  notwith- 
standing coverture,  should  by  any  deed  or 
instrument,  in  writing,  or  by  her  last  wUl 
and  testament,  or  any  eodidl  thereto,  to  be 
by  her  duly  signed  and  published,  direct, 
limit,  or  appoint,  iglve,  or  detise  the  same ; 
and  in  default  of,  and  until  any  such  direc- 
tion^ Itmitation,  or  appointment,  gift  or 
devise,  then  upon  tniet,  to  convey  and  assure 
tho  aame  imto  tiie  tight  heirs  of  the  aaid 
£M2«  Hughes  ibr  ever.  The  said  indenture 
alio  eontained  a  power  for  the  tntateea  to 
sell  and  dliq(iose  of  the  said  property,  and 
invest  the  proceeds  m  other  property  to  be 
hdd  upon  the  aforesaid  trtiats.  Eliaabeth 
Hughes  died  without  having  exercised  her 
power  of  appointmentt  leaving  her  husband 
and  one  son  surviving.     After  her  death  the 
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trustees  sold  the  property,  and  the  son  died 
after  such  sale.  The  husband  then  claimed 
to  have  a  life  interest  in  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy. 

Mr,  Rolt  appeared  for  William  Hughes, 
and  contended  that  the  husband  was  en- 
titled to  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  and  that 
such  right  was  established  by  the  case  of 
Morgan  v.  Morgan {\), 

Mr.  Prior,  for  the  heir  of  the  son,  con- 
tended, that,  from  the  form  of  the  settlement, 
the  husband  was  excluded  from  any  right  to 
the  estate  by  curtesy.  The  husband  was 
never  in  possession  during  the  life  of  his 
wife ;  but  the  estate  was  expressly  settled 
upon  the  wife. — 

Hearle  v.  Greenbank,  3  Atk.  716. 

Roberts  v.  DixweU,  1  Ibid.  607. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — ^This  is  pre- 
cisely like  the  case  of  Morgan  v.  Morgan ; 
and,  I  think,  that  is  the  true  view  of  the 
case.  The  legal  estate  was  in  the  trustees, 
and  upon  trust,  for  the  separate  use  of  the 
wife,  for  life,  with  remainder  as  she  should 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  to 
her  right  heirs :  so  she  was  all  along  seised 
in  tee  in  equity,  subject  to  what  she  might 
appoint,  and  she  did  not  appoint.  It  appears 
to  me,  that,  from  the  beginning,  the  pur- 
chase-money was  affected  by  a  trust,  which 
made  it  bear  the  character  of  freehold  estate, 
and  the  husband  would  be  entitled  by  the 
curtesy,  but,  subject  to  that,  the  estate 
would  descend  to  the  heir  cm  parte  ma-* 
iemd* 


.C.     \ 

5rl5.  f 


MEDLEY  r.  HORTON. 


V 

July 

Devise — "  Separate  Use" — Restraint  on 
Alienation, 

A  testator  gone  his  residitarff  estmte  to 
trustees  to  pay  the  annual  proceeds  to  such 
persons  as  his  daughter  sJumld  appoint,  and 
in  default  of  appointment  into  her  proper 
hands  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  inde^ 
pendentlg  of  her  husband,  and  her  receipts 
alone  to  be  sufficient  discharges  to  the  trustees, 
who  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  require  from  his 
daughter  a  separate  receipt  for  each  guar-' 
teriy  payment,  it  being  the  testator*s  inten^ 

(1)  5  Mad.  408. 


tion  that  the  interest  should  mot  be  sold^ 
charged,  or  disposed  of: — Held,  that  the 
general  power  of  disposition,  first  given  by 
the  testator,  cotUd  not  be  affected  by  the  emb^ 
sequent  restraint  on  aUentUion,  and  that  the 
daughter  had  full  power  to  charge  her  sepa* 
rate  estate. 

The  bill  in  this  case  stated,  that  William 
Horton,  by  his  will,  dated  the  11th  of  July 
1833,  after  giving  various  legacies,  and 
directing  his  debts  and  funeiral  expenses  to 
be  paid,  gave,  devised,  and  bequesthed  all 
the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  his  real 
estate,  as  well  copyhold  as  freehold,  and  all 
his  leasehold  estates,  money,  and  securities 
for  money,  stock  in  the  puUio  funds,  goods, 
chattels,  and  personal  estate  of  every  kind 
unto  his  son  Henry  Greorge  Horton,  and 
his  grandson  John  Henry  RoUe,  their  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon 
trust)  to  sell  and  convert  the  same  into 
money,  and  invest  the  proceeds  in  govern- 
ment or  real  securities,  and  pay  and  apply 
the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  produce 
of  one  eqmd  fifth  part  thereof  during  the 
life  of  his  daughter  Sarah  Duckham,  tmCo 
such  person  or  persons  as  she,  the  said 
S.  Duckham,  should,  from  time  to  time 
during  her  life,  whether  covort  or  sole, 
under  her  hand,  authorize  and  appoint  to 
receive  the  same,  and  in  de&ult  of  appoints 
ment,  into  the  proper  hands  of  the  said 
S.  Duckham,  for  her  sole  and  separate  use 
and  benefit,  independently  of  her  then 
present  or  any  future  husband  she  mi^it 
marry,  and  so  as  to  be  wh<^y  free  and 
exempt  from  the  debts,  controid^  and  en- 
gagements of  any  such  husband,  and  die 
receipt  or  receipts  oi  his  said  daughters. 
Duckham,  or  of  the  person  or  persons  whom 
she  might  authorixe  to  receive  the  same 
annual  proceeds  or  any  part  thereof,  to  be 
alone  an  efiectual  discharge  to  his  said  trus- 
tees for  the  payment  thereof,  and  his  said 
trustees  should  always  be  at  liberty  to  re- 
quire from  his  said  daughter  a  separate 
authority  or  receipt  from  time  to  time  for 
each  quarterly  payment,  it  being  the  inten« 
tion  of  the  testator  that  the  said  annual 
interest  and  proceeds  ^ould  not  be  sold, 
charged,  or  otherwise  disposed  of;  and  from 
and  after  the  decease  of  his  said  daughter, 
upon  trust,  out  of  the  said  interest,  divi- 
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dends,  and  animal  produce,  to  pay  the  annual 
sum  of  lOOZ.,  by  equal  quarterly  payments 
to  her  hushand,  Joseph  Duckh^,  if  he 
should  surviye  her,  during  the  remainder  of 
his  life ;  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  S. 
Duckham,  the  said  one-fifth  part  or  share  of 
his  said  residuary  trust  estate  should  remain 
and  he  in  trust  for  all  and  every  the  child 
and  children  of  the  said  S.  Duckham,  in 
equal  shares  and  proportions,  when  and  as 
they  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  with  benefit  of  survivorship,  in  case 
any  of  them  should  die  under  that  age,  such 
benefit  of  survivorship  to  extend  to  accru- 
ing shares. 

The  testator  died  in  September  183S, 
and  the  executors  set  apart  one*fifth  part  of 
the  testator^s  property  for  the  purposes 
before  mentioned. 

The  said  Sarah  Duckham  had,  at  the 
decease  of  the  testator,  four  children  — 
W.  J.  Duckham,  J.  P.  Duckham,  H.  A. 
Duckham,  and  H.  S.  Duckham.  The  last 
child,  H.  S.  Duckham,  died  an  infant;  the 
other  three  attained  the  age  of  twenty*one 
years.  The  bill  then  stated,  that  by  an 
indenture  of  mortgage  dated  the  24ih  of 
March  1840,  the  said  W.  J.  Duckham,  in 
consideration  of  2,500/.  paid  to  him  by  the 
plaintiff,  assigned  over  to  the  plaintiff  his 
share  of  the  said  property  bequeathed  to 
him  by  the  testator,  to  secure  the  repayment 
of  the  said  sum.  And  in  the  said  indenture 
was  contained  a  covenant  by  the  said  Joseph 
Duckham  and  Sarah  Duckham,  that  if  at 
any  time  the  interest  upon  the  said  sum  of 
2,600/.  should  be  in  arrear,  they  would 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  such  arrears  of  in« 
terest  in  manner  therein  provided.  And 
the  said  J.  Duckham,  for  the  considerations 
therein  mentioned,  did  assign,  transfer,  and 
set  over  unto  the  plaintiff,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  his  said  annual 
sum  of  1002.,  to  which,  under  the  will  of  the 
testator,  he  was  entitled,  during  his  life,  in 
remainder,  to  take  effect  after  the  decease  of 
the  said  Sarah  Duckham  in  case  he  should 
happen  to  survive  her.  And  further,  the  said 
S.  Duckham  *'  pursuant  to  and  by  force  and 
by  virtue,  and  in  exercise  and  execution 
of  the  power  or  authority  to  her  for  that 
purpose  given  in  and  by  the  said  will  of  the 
testator  W.  Horton,  and  of  every  or  any 
other  power  or  authority  whatsoever  in  any- 
wise enabling  her  in  that  behalf,  did  thereby 


direct  and  appoint  unto  the  plaintiff,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all 
that  and  those  the  interest,  dividends,  and 
annual  produce,  which,  during  her  life  should 
arise  and  grow  due  or  become  payable  in 
respect  of  the  trust  monies,  stocks,  funds, 
and  securities  which  then  were,  or  thereafter 
would,  become  subject  to  the  trusts  which  in 
and  by  the  said  will  were  declared  and  con- 
tained in  favour  of  her,  the  said  S.  Duckham, 
and  her  children,  and  every  part  thereof,  to 
hold  the  same  unto  the  said  plaintiff,  his  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns  absolutely, 
but  nevertheless  upon  trust  for  securing  to 
him  and  them  the  interest  which,  during  the 
life  of  the  said  S.  Duckham,  should  grow 
'  due  and  payable  for  or  in  respect  of  the  said 
sum  of  2,500/.  thereby  secured  as  aforesaid, 
and,  subject  thereto,  in  trust  for  the  said  S. 
Duckham,  for  her  sole  and  separate  use  and 
benefit,  in  the  same  manner  and  with  the 
like  powers  of  appointment,  and  giving  re- 
ceipts as  in  and  by  the  said  will  was  declared 
and  contained.  The  bill  then  stated,  that 
on  the  23rd  of  January  1841,  the  saidW. 
J.  Duckham  was  declared  a  bankrupt,  and 
that  on  the  11th  of  February  1841  the  said 
Joseph  Duckham  was  also  declared  a  bank- 
rupt ;  that  no  part  of  the  sum  of  2,500/.,  or 
the  interest  thereof  which  had  accrued  due 
since  the  24th  of  September  1840,  had  been 
paid  to  the  plaintiff.  The  bill  prayed  that 
the  defendants,  including  the  said  W.  J* 
Duckham  and  his  assignees,  Joseph  Duck- 
ham and  his  assignees,  and  the  said  Sarah 
Duckham,  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  prin«» 
cipal  sum  of  2,500/.  secured  to  the  plaintiff 
by  the  said  indenture  of  mortgage,  and  the 
interest  thereof,  and  in  default  of  such  pay- 
ment the  bill  prayed  foreclosure  of  the  equity 
of  redemption. 

The  question  now  raised  was,  whether 
Sarah  Duckham  had  power  under  the  will 
of  the  testator,  W.  Horton,  effectually  to 
charge  her  separate  estate. 

Mr.  Walker  and  Mr*  Blower^  for  the 
plaintiff,  contended,  that  there  was  nothing 
in  the  will  of  W.  Horton  to  restrain  his 
daughter  S.  Duckham  from  effectually 
chai^ng  her  life  estate .  There  was  a  distinct 
power  of  appointment  given  her  without 
any  restriction,  and  then  carne^  in  default  of 
appointment,  a  gift  to  her  separate  use,  with 
arestraint  against  anticipation ;  but  still  that 
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would  not  affect  the  previous  power  of  ap- 
pointment, which  was  properly  executed  hy 
her  in  the  mortgage  deed,  and  her  life  estate 
was  charged  with  payment  of  the  interest 
which  might  become  due  upon  the  2,500/. 
advanced.     Cases  cited — 

Barrymore  v.  Ellis^  8  Sim.  1. 

Broum  v.  Bamford^  11  Ibid.  127;  •.  c. 

11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  385. 
Moore  v.  Moore,  ante,  124. 
Bttggett  v.  Meux,  ante,  228. 
Acton  V.  fVhUe,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  429. 
Gammon  v.  Stone,  1  Yes.  sen.  339. 
Copie  V.  Middleion,  Turn.  &  Russ.  224 ; 

s.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc  82. 
Toulmin  v.  Steere,  3  Mer.  210. 
Parry  v.  Wright,  1  Sim.  &  Stu,  869 ; 
8.  c.  1  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  161  ;  5 
Russ.  142 ;  6  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  174. 
Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Hubhaok,  for  the 
defendant  S.  Duckham,  contended,  that  she 
had  no  power  to  dispose  of  her  life  estate ; 
that  the  proviso  against  anticipation  extended 
to  the  power  of  appointment,  as  well  as  to  die 
subsequent  limitation  in  de&ult  of  appoint- 
ment. 

Roper  im  Husband  and  Wife,  vol.  2» 

p.  402. 
Barton  v.  Briscoe,  Jac.  603. 
Mr.    Wakefield,  Mr.    Heathfield,   Mr. 
Anderdon,   Mr*  HaUett,   Mr.  Craig,  and 
Mr,  Bates,  appeared  for  the  other  defen- 
dants. 

The  Vice  Chancsllor  (without  hearing  a 
reply),— As  to  the  cases  of  Brown  v,  Bamford 
and  Barrymore  v.  EUis,  they  must  take  their 
chance ;  but  this  is  a  case  quite  different 
from  them,  and  it  does  not  appear  to  me 
that  there  are  here  any  such  words  of  re* 
straint  as  would  prevent  a  married  woman 
from  appointing  by  way  of  anticipation. 
The  testator  first  gives  the  interest  of  one- 
fifth  part  of  his  residuary  estate  to  his 
trustees,  to  pay  and  apply  the  annual  divi- 
dends and  produce  thereof,  during  the  life 
of  his  daughter,  Sarah  Duckham,  unto  such 
person  or  persons  as  she  shall  from  time  to 
time,  whether  sole  or  covert,  under  her  hand, 
authorize  and  appoint  to  receive  the  same : 
that  is  one  part;  it  is  a  general  power ;  **and 
in  default  of  such  appointment  by  my  said 
daughter,  then  into  her  proper  hands,  for 
her  sole  and  separate  use  and  benefit,  in- 
dependently of  her  present  or  any  future 


husband  she  may  many,  aad  so  as  to  be 
wholly  exempt  from  the  debts^  controul  and 
engagements  of  any  such  husband,  and  tlie 
receipt  or  receipts  of  my  said  daa^ter  Sarah 
Duckham,  or  of  the  person  or  persons  whom 
she  may  authorise  to  receive  the  same  an- 
nual proceeds,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  alone 
be  an  efiectual  disoharge  to  my  said  tmstoea 
from  the  pajrment  thereof:"  and  then  these 
words  are  added— -'*  and  my  said  trusteea 
shall  always  be  at  liberty  to  require  from  my 
said  daughter  a  separate  authority  or  i«- 
ceipt  from  time  to  time  lor  each  quarterly 
payment,  it  being  my  intention  that  the  said 
annual  interest  and  proceeds  shall  not  be 
sold,  charged,  or  otherwise  disposed  of."  So 
far  as  the  trustees  may  interfere,  it  is  a  dif- 
ferent matter*  But  the  point  befiire  me  is 
independent  of  any  interference  of  the  trus- 
tees; and  it  seems  to  me  that  there  is  a 
general  power  of  appointment  given,  and 
subject  to  that,  the  trust-money  is  to  be 
paid  to  her  separate  use,  in  general  terms ; 
and  there  is  no  restraint  on  the  receipt— no 
direction  that  it  shall  be  lor  any  portion  of 
the  dividends,-*— that  is,  it  is  not  confined  to 
dividends  before  any  certain  time,  or  after 
any  certain  time.  And  it  appears  to  me 
that  the  general  words  at  the  end,  **  it  being 
my  intention  that  the  annual  interest  and 
proceeds  shall  not  be  sold,  charged,  or  other- 
wise disposed  of,"  must  go  for  nothing,  if,  in 
fiict,  there  has  been  a  general  power  giv«i 
to  dispose  of  the  property.  According  to 
the  well  known  rule  of  law,  you  cannot  give 
this  lady  a  power  of  disposing  of  a  frmd, 
and  afterwards  say  she  shall  not  dispose  of 
it ;  therefore  it  is  quite  consistent  vrith  what 
was  decided  in  Aeton  v.  White,  and  tiie 
general  understanding  in  the  profession,  in- 
dependently of  Brown  v.  Beemfwd  and  Beer^ 
rymore  v.  EUis.  In  this  case  the  ass^n- 
ment  of  the  lady  is  a  perfectly  good  assign- 
ment. 


WiGRAM 

June 


.V.C.I 
11.     / 


CHAPMAN  V.  FOWLER. 


Vendor  and  Purchaser — Sale — Opening 
the  Biddings — Costs, 

A  party,  who  had  opened  the  biddings  for 
the  benefit  of  the  family,  and  with  no  inten- 
tion of  purchasing  fwr  himse^,  and  had 
thereby  obtained  a  considerable  advance  in 
price  from  a  stranger,  was  allowed  his  e^sts. 
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Uader  a  decfee  in  a  salt  fdf  the  ad- 
ministration  of  the  testator's  estate,  cer* 
tain  eopyhold  estates,  the  property  of  the 
testator,  wet«  put  up  for  sale  by  auction ; 
and  by  the  Master's  report,  in  the  cause, 
dated  the  24th  of  June  1848,  Richard  Pugh 
was  allowed  to  be  the  purchaser  at  the  price 
of  280/.   On  the  1 3th  of  July  1 843,  Michael 
Fowler,  the  fiither  of  the  residuary  legatees, 
some  of  whom  were  infants,  •  obtained  an 
order  to  open  the  biddings  upon  the  usual 
terms  of  paying  the  costs  of  the  original 
purchaser,  and  making  a  deposit  of  70/. 
Upon  the  re-sale,  one  Breidenbach  was  de- 
clared the  purchaser  at  the  price  of  410/. 
A  petition  was  now  presented  by  M.  Fowler, 
pra3ring  that  the  deposit  of  70/.  might  be 
repaid  to  him,  and  that  he  might  be  allowed 
his  costs   of  the  order  of  re-sale,  and  of 
paying  in  the  deposit,  on  the  ground  that 
the  opening  of  tike  biddings  by  him  had 
been  beneficial  to  the  estate.     The  affidavit 
of  the  petitioner,  in  support  of  the  petition, 
stated,  that  he  was  the  &ther  of  the  several 
parties  who  were  interested  in  the  residue 
of  the  testator's  estate;  that,  believing  the 
property  to  have  been   sold  considerably 
under  its  real  value,  and  being  desirous  that 
the  testator's  estate  should  not  suffer  so 
great  a  loss,  he  offered  for  the  estates  in 
question  the  sum  of  350/.,  and  thereupon 
obtained  the  order  of  the  Court  for  opening 
the  biddings ;  that  he  did  so  with  a  view  of 
benefiting  the  estate  of  the  testator,  and 
not  with  the  desire  or  intention  of  becoming 
the  purchaser  thereof,  or  of  acquiring  the 
property  therein. 

Mt»  fViUcock^  in  support  of  the  petition, 
submitted,  that  the  petitioner,  under  the 
circumstances  deposed  to  in  his  afiidavit, 
ought  to  be  allowed  the  costs  which  were 
prayed  for  by  the  petition ;  that  the  autho- 
rities had  recognized  a  distinction  between 
the  case  where  the  biddings  were  opened  by 
a  party  for  the  purpose  of  himself  becoming 
a  purchaser,  and  the  case  where  they  were 
opened  for  the  sole  purpose  of  benefiting 
the  estate;  that  where  the  biddings  were 
opened  by  a  party  on  his  own  account,  he 
was  not  allowed  his  costs,  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  in  the  nature  of  a  premium 
paid  by  him  for  the  opportunity  of  bidding. 
Ri^by  V.  M*Namara,  6  Ves.  466. 
The  Earl  of  Macclesfield  v.  Blake,  8 
Ves.  214. 


But  that  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  the  last 
case,' observed,  that  '*if  a  relation  came 
forward  for  the  benefit  of  the  &mily,  and 
the  lot  was  knocked  down  by  mistake,  that 
might  be  a  ground  for  giving  the  costs."  In 
Owen  v.  Foulks{l),  Lord  Eldon  said,  he 
thought  the  distinction  reasonable,  that 
where  the  party  opens  the  biddings  not  for 
his  own  benefit  but  for  the  benefit  of  all 
parties  concerned,  he  should  have  his  costs, 
and  made  the  order  for  payment  of  the 
costs  upon  the  special  circumstances.  In 
West  V.  Vincent  (2),  Sir  William  Grant 
made  the  same  order,  on  the  groimd  that 
the  party  had  stepped  forward  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  family,  who  were  entitied  to 
the  proceeds ;  the  first  sale  having  been  at 
a  great  tmdervalue. 

Mr,  Teed,  for  the  executors ;  and 
Mr.  Patan,  for  the  defendants,  the  resi- 
duary legatees,  did  not  oppose  the  prayer  of 
the  petition. 

The  ViCB  Chancellor  made  the  order. 


[ORAM,  v. C. ") 
1.19,20,26;  > 
!klay  6,  23.     ) 


PHILIPS  r.  PHILIPS. 


Wl0RAM,V.C. 

Jan. 
May 

Will,  Construction  of — Legacff — Debtor 
and  Creditor — Partner • 

The  testator  gave  the  residue  of  his  estate 
to  trustees,  upon  trust,  to  convert,  Sfc,  and 
divide  the  proceeds  amongst  the  several  per* 
sons  who  were  his  creditors  at  the  time  he 
executed  a  conveyance  for  their  benefit,  their 
executors,  and  administrators,  such  payment 
and  provision  to  be  made  to  such  persons 
respectively,  their  respective  executors  and 
administrators,  rateably,  and  in  proportion  to 
the  amount  of  their  original  debts ;  provided 
that  if  any  person  or  persons  claiming  under 
such  trust  should  not  give  notice  of  such 
claim  to  the  trustees  within  two  years  after 
the  testator* s  death,  the  shares  of  such  person 
or  persons  should  go  to  the  testator*s  rest* 
duary  legatees: — Held,  that  the  residue 
must  be  divided  into  as  many  shares  as  there 
were  debts,  each  share  being  in  proportion 
to  the  amount  of  the  debt ;  that  the  trust  must 


(1)  9  Ves.  349. 

(2)  12  Ibid.  6. 
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be  construed  as  proceeding  tip<m  a  mixed 
principle  of  bounty  and  obligaiionf  and  that, 
therefore^  the  shares^  attributable  to  the  debts 
of  creditors  who  died  before  the  testator ,  did 
not  lapse  ;  that  the  amount  of  residue,  whe^ 
ther  mare  or  less  than  the  debts,  did  not 
affect  the  construction;  that  the  share  of  re- 
sidue  attributable  to  a  debt,  in  respect  of 
which  no  claim  had  been  made,  would  go  to 
the  residuary  legatees ;  that  in  the  case  of  a 
joint  debt,  it  was  sufficient  to  have  the  sur^ 
viving  partners  before  the  Court ;  and  that  it 
was  not  necessary  in  this  suit  to  inquire  into 
claims  existing  between  the  surviving  and 
the  representatives  of  the  deceased  partners ; 
that  a  claim  made  by  the  representatives  of 
a  deceased  partner  beneficially  interested  in 
the  debt,  though  not  the  last  surviving  part" 
ner,  was  a  sufficient  claim. 

Nathaniel  Philips,  by  his  will,  dated  in 
March  1828,  gave  the  residue  of  his  estate 
as  follows : — **  I  give  and  bequeath  all  my 
personal  estate  whatsoever,  not  hereinbefore 
specifically  disposed  of,  to  John  B.  Philips, 
Nathaniel  Philips,  Robert  Philips,  and  Mark 
Philips,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  trust, 
with  all  convenient  speed  after  my  decease, 
to  convert ,  the  same  into  money,  or  such 
part  thereof  as  shall  not  consist  of  money  ; 
and  I  direct  that  the  said  J.  B.  Philips,  N. 
Philips,  R.  Philips,  and  M.  Philips,  ^eir 
executors  and  administrators,  shall  stand 
possessed  and  interested  of  and  in  the 
monies  which  shall  arise  from  my  said  resi- 
duary personal  estate,  upon  trust,  to  pay 
and  divide  the  ultimate  residue  or  surplus 
of  the  said  trust  monies,  unto  and  amongst 
the  several  perv)n6  who  were  my  creitttors 
at  the  time  I  made  and  executed  a  convey- 
ance of  my  estate  and  effects,  for  Iheir 
general  benefit,  in  or  about  the  month  of 
October  1802,  their  respective  exeeotors 
and  administrators,  such  payment  and  pro- 
vision to  be  made  to  and  amongst  such  per- 
sons respectively,  their  respective  executors 
or  admiaisiFatorsi  rateably,  and  in  propostioa 
to  the  quantum  or  amount  of  the  origisai 
debt  or  debts,  which  was  or  wete  at  the 
time  I  made  and  exeoated  soeh  conveyasoe 
and  assignment  as  aforesaid,  due  and  owing 
from  me  to  such  person  or  persons  respec** 
tively,  excepting  out  of  such  calculation, 
payment,  and  division,  the  debt  due  to  my 
late  brother,  William  Philips,  or  his  admi- 


nistrators ;  provided  nevertheless,  and  I  do 
hereby  direct,  that  if  any  person  or  penona 
claiming  to  be  entitled  to  any  share  or  shares 
of  the  said  residuary  trust  momes,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  this  my  will,  shall  not  csnse 
notice  in  writing  of  «ach  claim  to  be  given 
to  the  trustee  or  trustees  for  the  time  being 
of  this  my  will,  or  to  some  or  one  of  meh 
trustees,  within  two  years  next  after  my 
decease,  then  and  in  such  case  my  will  is, 
that  such  last^mentioned  share  or  shares  of 
the  said  residuary  trust  monies  shall  go  and 
be  in  trust  for  the  said  J.  B.  Philips^  N. 
Philips,  R.  Philips,  and  M,  Philips,  in  equal 
shares  and  proportions,  their  respectiTe  exe* 
exitars,  administrators,  and  assigna ;"  and 
the  testator  appointed  the  said  trustees 
executors  of  his  will.  The  testator  died  in 
October  1836,  in  America,  and  his  will  was 
proved  by  R.  Philips'  and  M.  Philips,  two 
of  the  executors ;  and  the  bill  was  filed  by 
them  against  J.  B.  Philips  and  N.  Philips^ 
for  the  administration  of  the  estate,  under 
the  directions  of  the  Court.  Atihe  hearing, 
in  May  1838,  certain  inquiries  were  directed, 
and  by  the  Master's  report,  made  in  July 
1841,  it  appeared  that  no  persons  had  come 
in  as  general  creditors  of  the  testator,  and  it 
also  appeared  that  by  a  deed,  dated  the 
3 1st  of  January  1801,  and  made  between 
the  testator  of  the  first  part,  and  G.  W. 
Thelluson,  C.  Marriott,  G.  Philips^  W.  Ci»- 
mond,  James  Philips,  and  J.  Hanson  of  the 
other  part,  reciting  that  the  testator  then 
was  justly  indebted  to  sundry  creditocs  in 
divers  sums  of  money,  which  he  could  not 
I^Uy  pay,  and  that  being  willing  to  pay  the 
same,  as  far  as  his  stock  and  eflfects  would 
extoui,  he  proposed  and  agreed  to  make  an 
absolute  asngnment  of  the  same  unto  and 
amongst  his  said  creditors,  as  thereinaftei 
mentioned;  and  the  testator,  to  the  end 
aforesaid,  thereby  granted,  assigned,  and 
transferred  unto  the  said  parries  thereto  of 
die  second  part,  all  the  goods,  stock  in  trade, 
debts,  and.  efibcts,  belonging  or  owing  to 
him,  the  said  testator,  upon  trust,  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  the  same,  and  to  retain,  pay, 
apply,  and  dispose,  as  well  of  the  monies 
arising  from  such  sale  or  sales,  as  ako 
of  the  said  thereby  assigned  debts,  when 
and  as  the  same  should  be  by  diem  got 
in  and  received,  to  and  amongst  all  the 
creditors  of  the  said  testator,  in  proportion 
to  their  respective  debts,  as  Sboc  as  the  same 
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wotdd  extend,  deducting,  in  the  first  place, 
tlie  necessary  expenses  attending  the  exe* 
eutioD  of  the  trust.     By  the  decree  on  fur- 
ther directions,  the  Court  declared  this  deed 
to  be  that  referred  to  in  the  will  as  of  Octo- 
ber 1802,  and' directed  yarious  inquiries; 
and  on  a  further  hearing  in  December  1842, 
cortain  other  inquiries  were  directed.     The 
debts  owing  by  the  testator  at  die  time  of 
the  execution  of  this  deed,  and  in  respect  of 
which  notices  had  been  given,  and  which 
were  found  due  by  the  Master,  were  six 
in  number.     First,  11,893/.  15s.  dd.^  due 
at  the  date  of  the  above  deed,  to  Philips, 
Craawnd,  8c  Co.,  and  claimed  by  Sir  G, 
Philips  and  R.  Philips  the  elder, as  surviving 
portnexs  of  Thomas  Philips  8c  Co.    Second, 
1,076L  Is.  4d.,  due,  &c.  to  Thomas  Philips 
&  Co.,  and  claimed  by  the  said  Sir  G.  Philips 
and  B.  Philips  the  elderas  aforesaid.  Third, 
S84/.  15#.6d.,dtte,&c.  to  Berekemeyer  8c  Co., 
and  claimed  by  C.  Berekemeyer,  widow  of 
B.  P.  Bevckemeyer,  deceased.  Berekemeyer 
8c  Co.  was  a  nomimd  partnership  consisting 
of  a  single  individual,  B.  P.  Berekemeyer, 
who    dial    before  the   testator.      Foturth, 
S6,517i.  I9s.  5d.,  due,  &c.  to  Thelluson, 
Brothers,  8c  Co.,  and  claimed  by  H.  and 
G.  Hibfaert.     All  the  members  of  the  firm 
ai  Thelluson  8c  Co.  died  before  the  testator, 
and  H.  and  G.  Hibbert,  who  made  the  claim, 
were  the  representatives  of  a  deceased  part« 
ner,  but  not  of  the  last  surviving  partner. 
Fiflh,  2,8391.  \7s.  9d.,  due  &c.,  to  Samuel 
PhiHjMft  Co. ,  and  claimed  by  the  plaintifis  and 
defendants,  as  executors  of  Samuel  Philips, 
deceased.  Sixth,  3,81 1 L,  due,  &c.  to  Chaiies 
Wood  &  Co.,  and  claimed  by  the  surviving 
partnezB  of  that  firm.    There  was  a  seventh 
debt,  amounting  to  1,334/.,  due,   &o.  to 
Peter  Neirac,  of  which  no  notice  wasgiven^ 
or  olaim  made,  under  the  will.    It  appeared 
that  some  dividends  had  been  paid  upon  all 
these  debts,  under  the  deed  of  1801,  but  to 
what  amount  was  uncertain*    The  residue 
was  found  to  amount  to  about  13,0001; 
The  cause  now  came  on  again  for  further 
directions. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Rolf,  for  the  plain- 
tiffs. 

Mr*  Romilly  and  Mr.  Busk,  for  the  de- 
fendants. 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  Mr.  Koe,  Mr,  James 
Parker f  Mr.  fVood^BXkd  Mr.  Mylne,  for  the 
different  classes  of  creditors. 


For  the  plalnti^  and  defendants  it  was 
argued,  that  the  trust  created  by  the  will 
was  a  matter  of  pure  bounty;  that  the 
existence  of  the  debts  was  simply  the  reason 
of  the  gift ;  that  the  word  "  creditors"  was 
merely  a  description  of  the  persons  who 
were  to  take;  and  that  consequently  the 
legacies  must  lapse  by  the  death  of  the 
legatees  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator. 

For  the  creditors  it  was  contended,  that  the 
trust  was  to  be  regarded  as  a  recognition  of 
the  debts  named  in  the  deed  of  1801,  and 
as  a  provision  for  their  discharge  pro  tanto  ; 
and  that  at  any  rate  the  gift  to  the  creditors, 
"  their  executors  and  administrators,"  ope- 
rated as  a  substitution  of  their  personal 
representatives,  so  as  to  prevent  a  lapse. 

The  following  cases  were  cited — 

Coppiny.  Coppin,  2  P.  Wms.  291. 
Williamson  v.  Naylor,  3  You.  &  Coll. 

208,  as  to  the  nature  of  the  trust. 
OitHngs  v.  M*DermoU,  2  Myl.  &  K. 
69;    s.  c.   2   Law  J.   Rep.    (n.s.) 
Chanc.  212. 
TidweU  v.  Ariel,  8  Mad.  403. 
CotUm  V.  Cotton,  2  Beav.  67 ;    s.  c.  8 

Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  349. 
Knight  v.  Gould,  2  Myl.  8c  K.  295. 
Evans 'V.  Charles,  1  Anstr.  128. 
Stbley  V.  Cook,  3  Atk.  572. 
Sihthorp  v.  Moxom,  Ibid.  580,  oh  the 
point  of  substitution. 
It  was  also  urged,  on  the  part  of  the  cre- 
ditors who  had  proved,  that  the  cause  was 
ripe  fbr  distribution  of  the  ftmd,  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  those   creditors  who  had  not 
claimed. 

ToUner  v.  Marriott,  4  Sim.  19 ;  s.  c.  9 

Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  14. 
Hawkes  v.  Baldtnn,  9  Sim.  355  ;  s.  c. 

7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  297. 
Chauncy  v.  Graydon,  2  Atk.  616. 
Btfrgess  v.  Robinson,  3  Mer.  7. 

WiGRAM,  V.C»--The  only  doubt  I  have 
is  upon  one  point.  I  assume,  for  the  pre- 
sent, that  all  who  were  creditors  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  1801  are 
ascertained ;  that  Neirac  was  one  of  those 
creditors,  and  cannot  now  be  found;  and 
that  his  dairo,  therefore,  must  be  excluded. 
The  property  must  be  divided  into  as  many 
portions  as  there  are  debts  owing;  and 
Neirac's  share  will  go  to  the  residuary  lega- 
tees, for  I  see  no  ground  for  any  further 
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inquiry  as  to  his  share.  The  language  of 
the  testator  is  certainly  not  very  accurate 
where  he  says,  that  the  ultimate  residue  is 
to  he  divided  among  the  several  persons 
who  were  his  creditors  in  1801,  their  re- 
spective executors  and  administrators.  You 
cstnnot  have,  stiicfily  speaking,  the  respec- 
tive executors  and  administrators  of  several 
persons,  who  "were  joint  crediton ;  hut  it  is 
clear  that  in  that  deed  he  has  provided  for 
the  payment  of  each  debt,  in  this  sense,  to 
the  person  or  persons  to  whom  the  same 
was  due,  and  to  be  divided  aeeordiBg  to  the 
quantum  of  the  debts  due  and  owing  to  sneh 
person  or  persons ;  clearly  shewing  that  he 
intended  it  of  a  debt  owing  to  a  single  per- 
son or  to  a  partnership  aa  the  case  migfet  be : 
this  appears  to  me  to  be  quite  dedsive  as  to 
the  claims  of  firms,  of  which  any  of  the 
members  are  how  living.  This  renders  it 
quite  unneeessary  to  inquire  what  is  the 
state  of  the  accounts  between  the  siwiving 
members  of  a  firm  and  the  executors  of 
deceased  members.  The  testator  was  debtor 
to  a  partnership ;  he  has  given  tiiat  partner- 
ship a  sum  of  money ;  that  is,  he  has  given 
it  to  the  individuals  composing  that  firm 
jointly;  if  some  of  &e  members  are  dead, 
the  right  has  survived  to  the  continaing 
partners,  subject  to  an  account  as  between 
them  and  their  deceased  partners;  and, 
according  to  the  practice  of  the  Co«rt,  it  is 
quite  sufficient  to  make  the  persons,  primd 
facie  entitled,  parties  to  the  suit,  without 
bringing  before  the  Court  the  representa- 
tives of  all  the  deceased  partners.  The 
ease  of  partners  retirkig  and  being  stiU 
alive  is  difierent ;  for  that  only  sevcM  the 
interest  of  the  partners  in  the  partnership 
in  respect  of  fbtare  transactions;  as  to 
antecedent  transaetions  they  remain  part- 
ners as  before.  As  to  the  other  parts  of  the 
case  there  is  great  difficulty;  that  is,  where 
the  creditors,  whether  joint  or  sole,  had  all 
died  before  tiie  testator.  It  is  in  the  highest 
degree  improbable  that  the  testator  shobld 
have  intended  that  the  payment  of  the  debt 
should  depend  on  the  event  of  the  ereditxir 
surviving  him  or  not ;  and  the  exclusion  of 
the  debt  due  to  his  late  "  brother  Wiilam 
or  his  administfators"  tends  strongly  to 
shew  that  such  was  not  his  i&tention. 

Jan.  26.  Wioram,  V.C— The  oidy 
pokit  upon  which  I  resefved  my  judgment 
was  on  those  cases  in  which  all  tiie  persons. 


to  whom  the  debt  was  erigDaally  due;  had 
died  in  tbs  tastabir's  lifetime.  -  If  thsaLoase 
had  come  befoiis  me  wMumt  any  other 
guide  thait  the  deciskm  in  Copfkk  v.*  ClsjiyBw, 
I  might  possibiy  have*condnded'ifaat.  £he 
iatttention  of  ^o  iteetatar  ilo  gare»  limiied 
itttensst  enlyin  ius^oBtsSe  tocSMdites^riiiise 
debts  were  bazBSd  by  the  statnii^  .  and 
that  interest  givin  in  the  ioatm  nfinoswni  i  - 
tSBAed  residue,  compelled. me  to  dasnde  tke 
present  qoestion  m  aeoeidanoo  witk  that 

ease  of  WiUkanomyii  Nayir^  and  Khe  vanons 
points  of  resemhlancebetween  it  and  the  pre- 
sent case,  I  could  nofcaatisiactorily  come  to 
a  decisioB  without  m  eavefiil  corapairiwpo  of 
the  points  now  in  ^nestifiD^wilh  tiumnthnt 
oocurred  in  WUliaimsmiy^.Na^tor^  .  In  both 
eases  the  debts  were  ^baned  by  the  statute 
at  the  timeof  making  the  win ;  andt.ia«heth^ 
eases,  the  will  waa  «madct  before  iha  paasiBg 
of  Lord  Tentenifln^^  Aat,  andi  coneequantiy 
betee  the  question  had  ansmirwhatiicr  the 
remedy  only,  or  right  abo*  was  goaa.     In 
WUkairMom  v.  Na^or  a  poction  o€  the  le- 
sidue^  in  this  caae  the  wlude  .leaidiie  of  the 
estate  is  given  to  certaaa  qiecifiied  rraiiilipm, 
without  refereneato  the  amount-  of  the  re- 
sidue being  move  or  less  than  .the  aiemit 
of  tiie  debts.    To  bath  caaea  the  obaerva- 
tion,  if  well  founded«:would  apply,  that  if 
the  openAion  of  thn  wiU  is  to  revine  Ae 
old  debts  by  remoting  the  has  of  the  afca- 
tntey  the  credilan  wooid  be  rniahied  t»  dbim 
payment  of  their  debts  in  direofc  opposffion 
to  the  truataofthewill*    In  both  caaea  Jtibe 
trust  is  to  pay  and  divide  a  spedfiod  land 
among  sndi  creditea»  rateaUyi  in  pnmor- 
tson  tO'the  amennt  of  their  debts.     In  both 
eases  the  aame  qae^&on  of  lapae.  araee.     In 
both  cases  tiie  oaginal  debt  is  acknowledged. 
In  WiHiamsom  v«  Nayhr,  Lord  Lyndhoxst 
says*^'*  The  debts  were  subsisting  dabta  at 
the  timo  when  the  will  was  made»  and  whita 
the  testator  direeled  this  portion  of  hie  re* 
siduary  eatnteto  be  divided  among  hia  ere- 
dltess^  in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  their 
originai  debts ;"  and  he  adds,   *'  I  emmot 
oonsideii  this  as  mere  voluntary  bounty,  on 
the  part  of  the  testator ;  but  I  must  consider 
that  the  testator  meant  this  money  to  be 
applied  in*  satisfSM^tion  of  an  obligation  <in 
reduction  of  those  debts,  which,  thmigh  Ihey 
aottid  not  be  ei^droed  against  him  at  law, 
were  nevertheless  subsistiag  debCSp" .  He 
then  observes,  in  Cappin  v.  Coppin^  that  the 
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debts  W6re  extinguiaiied  by  a  compoMtion 
and  release,  and  that  that  fiiet  did  not  exist 
in  the  case  before  him,  there  being  no  ob- 
ataele  to  their  recoTery,  except  the  bar  of 
die  statale,  wbidi  the  testator  had  removed. 
Now,  if  the  obserraiions  as  to  the  debts 
heiag  still  subsisting  af^ly  to  this  case,  the 
rasemblanoe  between  the  two  cases  is  so 
doae,  that  it  would  be  vain  to  attempt  to 
distinguish  them.     Do  these  obsenratioas 
apply  to  the  present  case  ?     Does  the  will, 
properly  construed,  acknowledge  the  exist- 
ence of  the  debts,  in  whole  or  in  part,  at  the 
time  the  wiU  was  made  ?   The  circumstance 
that  the  gift  is  of  a  residue,  which  might 
exceed  or  fall  short  of  the  amount  of  the 
unpaid  debts,  ought  not,  as  I  think,  to  have 
any  influence  on  the  consideration  of  this 
point.     The  testator  might  have  known  or 
supposed  that  his  residue  was  less  than  the 
amount  of  his  debts ;  or  he  might  have  sup- 
posed that  the  residue  would  have  exceeded 
the  amount  of  the  debts,  and  still  intended 
the  wfll  to  operate,  considering  the  excess 
as  a  compensation  for  the  loss  of  interest 
and  the  inconvenience  sustained  by  his  cre- 
ditors.    The  testator  acknowledges  the  ex- 
istence of  the  original*  debts ;  he  does  not 
suggest,  nor  is  it  suggested  as  a  iact,  that 
the  debts  had  been  extinguished  at  the  date 
of  the  will :  and  in  this  case,  as  in  William^ 
SMI  ▼.  NatfldTf  the  trust  is  to  pay  and  divide 
an  unascertained  residue  amongst  the  cre- 
ditors, rateably,  in  proportion  to  the  amount 
of  tiieir  original  debts.     This  alone,  in  my 
opfauon,  would  have  been  sniBcieait ;  but,  to 
remove  all  doubt  upon  the  intention,  he  ex- 
cepts out  of  those  debts  a  debt  owing  to  the 
administrators  of  his  late  brother  WilUam ; 
a  useless  exception,  unless  a  debt  owing  to 
a  deceased  creditor  were  within  the  direct- 
ing clause— «n  exception  shewing  (to  use 
the  words  of  Mr.  Baron  Aldetsen,  in  fVil^ 
lianuon  v.  Naylor^)    that  '*  debts  and  not 
persons  were  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
testator."     But  it  is  not  necessary  to  rely 
upon  any  inference  to  be  derived  fano.  this 
exception.      In  coming  to  the  coudusion, 
that  the  representatives  of  creditors  who  died 
before  the  testator  are  entitled  to  claim,  I 
consider  that  I  am  following  the  case  of 
WiUiafMon  v.  Naylor ;   that  I  am  giving 
effect  to  the  trusts  of  the  will ;  that  I  am 
doing  tiiat  whidi  the  conscience  of  the  tes- 
tator led  him  to  do,  discharging  ^pro  UuUo 
New  Sbries,  XIII. — Chamc. 


his  obligations  to  his  creditors,  notwith- 
standing the  bar  of  the  statute.  If,  on  the- 
face  of  the  will,  and  on  the  authority  of 
fViUiamsanv.  Naylor,  I  must  assume  that 
to  have  been  his  intention,  it  is  most  im- 
probable to  suppose  that  the  testator  con- 
templated depriving  those  creditors  who 
might  happen  to  die  between  the  date  of 
his  will  and  his  death  of  the  benefits  so 
given  to  them  by  his  will.  At  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  argument,  it  was  said,  that  since 
the  date  of  the  will  these  debts  in  fact  had 
been  fully  paid.  This  fact  is  not  suggested 
in  the  pleadings,  nor  is  it  regularly  before 
me.  If  any  such  fact  exists,  and  the  parties 
think  it  material,  I  will  stay  the  drawing  up 
of  the  order,  to  give  them  an  opportunity  of 
presenting  a  petition  with  reference  to  it. 

Two  petitions  were  then  presented  by  the 
plaintiffs.  The  one  stated,  that  the  last 
surviving  partner  in  the  house  of  Thelluson 
&  Co.  was  W.  Mitchell,  who  died  in  1834; 
and  that  the  only  notice  of  claim  imder  the 
will,  in  respect  of  that  debt,  had  been  given 
by  H.  &  G.  Hibbert,  as  representing  G.  W. 
TheUuBon,  a  partner  in  the  said  firm,  who 
died  in  1 8 1 1  •  The  petition  also  stated,  that 
the  second  and  fifth  debt  had  been  paid  in 
full,  and  the  greater  part  of  the  sixth  debt 
also,  before  or  shorUy  after  die  year  1809. 
And  it  prayed  that  these  debts  might  be 
transferred  to  the  residuary  legatees  for 
their  own  benefit.  The  other  petition  was 
presented  by  the  plaintiffs  as  executors  of 
some  of  the  creditors  named  in  the  deed ; 
it  set  out  the  shares  of  the  respective  part- 
ners in  the  several  firms  of  Philips,  Cra- 
moBd  &  Co.,  Thomas  Philips  &  Com  and 
Charles  Wood  &  Co.  and  stated  the  death 
of  Robert  Philips  the  elder,  since  the 
date  of  the  Master's  report;  and  that  the 
petitioners  were  the  representatives  of 
Robert  Philips  the  elder  and  of  other  de- 
ceased creditors ;  and  it  prayed  that  if  the 
share  of  the  residue  attributed  to  the  debt 
of  Philips,  Cramond  &  Ca  should  be  paid 
to  Sir  G.  Philips,  he  might  be  declared  a 
trustee  for  the  petitioners,  in  respect  of  the 
shares  of  the  deceased  partners  represented 
by  them ;  and,  that  if  the  share  of  the  re- 
sidue attributed  to  the  debt  of  Thomas 
Philips  &  Co.  should  be  paid  to  Sir  G.  Philips, 
he  might  be  declared  such  trustee  for  the 
petitionen  as  aforesaid;  and,  that  if  the 
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share  of  the  residue  attributed  to  the  debt 
of  Charles  Wood  &  Co.,  should  be  paid  to 
the  now  surviving  partners,  they  might  be 
declared  trustees  for  the  petitioners  as  to  the 
shares  of  deceased  partners  represented  by 
such  petitioners.  The  petitions  came  on 
to  be  heard  with  the  cause  on  further  direc- 
tions. 

Mr,  Roupell  and  Mr.  Rolt,  for  the  plain- 
tiffs, and — 

Mr.  Romilly  and  Mr,  Busk,  for  the  de- 
fendants, contended,  that  the  only  proper 
parties  who  could  have  made  an  effectual 
claim  under  the  will  in  respect  of  the 
debt  of  Thelluson  &  Co.  were  the  repre- 
sentatives of  Mitchell,  the  last  surviving 
partner  of  the  firm.  Secondly,  that  the 
second  and  fifth  debts,  and  part  of  the 
sixth,  being  paid  in  full,  such  creditors  had 
no  interest  in  the  residuary  sift ;  and,  as- 
suming the  testator  intended  bounty,  yet 
where  the  debt  was  satisfied,  the  bounty  did 
not  attach,  the  character  of  unsatisfied  cre- 
ditor being  part  of  the  description  of  the 
person  who  was  to  take. 

Mr,  J,  Russell  and  Mr,  J.  Parker,  for 
the  representatives  of  Thelluson  &  Co., 
contended,  that  a  claim  by  a  party  benefi- 
cially interested  in  the  debt  was  sufiScient, 
notwithstanding  the  claimant  might  not  be 
the  legal  hand  to  receive  the  debt. 

Mr,  Koe,  Mr,  Wood,  and  Mr,  Philips, 
for  the  representatives  of  the  creditors  whose 
debts  were  said  to  have  been  paid  in  full, 
contended,  that  if  such  were  the  fact  it  would 
not  exclude  them  from  participating  in  the 
residue ;  that  the  testator  must  be  presumed 
to  have  been  aware  of  such  fact;  and  to 
have  deliberately  included  them  amongst 
the  objects  of  his  bounty. 

May  23. — ^Wiqram,  V.  C,  was  of  opi- 
nion, that  the  claim,  made  by  one  of  die 
parties  interested  in  the  debt  of  Thelluson 
&  Co*  was  sufficient  to  entitle  the  creditors 
in  respect  of  that  debt  to  the  benefit  of  the 
bequest ;  that  though  primd  facie  the  last 
survivor  of  the  partners  would  have  an  in- 
terest in  the  joint  debt,  yet  it  would  not 
necessarily  be  so ;  and  if  the  representative 
of  another  party  were  excluded  from  making 
a  claim,  llie  parties  interested  might  be  ex- 
cluded from  all  benefit  without  any  default 
of  their  own.  His  Honour  was  also  of 
opinion,  that  the  evidence  as  to  the  payment 


of  the  debts  in  full  before  the  date  of  the 
will  was  insufficient ;  and  as  the  case  had 
been  several  times  before  the  Cotrt,  without 
any  such  point  being  raised,  his  Honour 
rehised  to  direct  any  further  inquiries.  His 
Honour  was  of  opinion,  that  the  second 
petition  was  unnecessary,  as  the  sum  attri- 
buted to  each  debt  might,  in  case  of  any 
question  as  to  the  title  to  it,  instead  of  being 
paid,  be  carried  to  the  account  of  the  parties 
to  whom  it  was  found  due;  the  persons 
interested,  or  claiming  so  to  be,  having 
liberty  to  apply  in  the  usual  way. 


.C.      ^ 

ell;     > 
11,  16.3 


POWNET  V,  BLOMBERO. 


V 

June 
July 

Usury — Agreement  to  substitute  Stock  for 
Money. 

The  sum  of  2,0001.  was  lent  to  the  defen^ 
dant,  and  was  secured  by  his  bond,  and  by 
mortgage  of  certain  property.  To  supply  the 
2,000/.  loan,  a  sum  o/ 3,764/.  stock  had  been 
sold  out.  An  agreement  was  then  entered 
into,  by  which  the  defendant  undertook  to  pay 
an  annual  sum  of  12/.  16^.,  extra  the  in-- 
terest  at  51,  per  cent,  on  the  2,000/.,  ifi  order 
to  equal  the  dividend  upon  the  sum  of  stock 
sold  out,  and  also  to  replace  the  3,764/. 
stock,  or  to  repay  a  sum  of  money  equal  to 
the  value  of  such  sum  of  stock,  when  called 
upon  to  do  so : — Held,  that  this  agreement  was 
not  intended  to  take  the  place  of  the  origin^ 
contract,  but  was  cumulative;  and  being, 
therefore,  usurious,  it  could  not  be  enforced. 

The  bill  in  this  case  stated,  that  on  the 
16th  of  January  1799,  Barbara  Bennet, 
widow,  afterwards  the  wife  of  Richard  Pruen, 
lent  and  advanced  to  the  Rev.  Frederick 
William  Blomberg,  her  brother,  at  his  re- 
quest, 2,000/. ;  whereupon,  and  for  secur- 
ing the  repayment  thereof,  with  interest,  to 
the  said  B.  Bennet,  the  said  F.  W.  Blom- 
berg duly  made  and  gave  to  her  his  bond,  or 
obligation,  in  writing,  whereby  he  became 
bound  to  the  said  B.  Bennet  in  the  sum  of 
4,000/.,  conditioned  to  be  void  on  pay- 
ment by  the  said  F.  W.  Blomberg,  his 
heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  unto 
the  said  B.  Bennet,  her  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, and  assigns,  the  sum  of  2,000/., 
with  interest  for  the  same  at  5/.  per  cent. 


TRINITY  TERM,  1844. 


451 


That  the  said  F.  W.  Blomberg,  upon  the 
same  occasion,  executed  an  indenture  of 
mortgage,  whereby  he  conveyed  certain  he- 
reditaments therein  mentioned  to  trustees, 
for  the  further  and  more  eftectually  securing 
the  repayment  of  the  said  sum  of  2,000/. 
and  interest,  in  manner  therein  mentioned. 
That  the  said  B.  Bennet,  to  enable  herself 
to  advance  the  sum  of  2,000/.  to  the  said 
F.  W.  Blomberg,  had  been  compelled  to  sell 
out  3,764/.  14«.  3/.  per  cent,  consols,  and 
that  it  was  the  original  contract  between  the 
said  B.  Bennet  and  F.  W.  Blomberg  that 
the  said  B.  Bennet  should  not  incur  any  loss 
by  reason  of  the  said  loan  ;  and,  accord- 
ingly, on  the  17th  of  May  1800,  the  said 
F.  W.  Blomberg  and  B.  Bennet  agreed  to 
enter  into  the  agreement  thereinafter  men- 
tioned, and  to  substitute  the  same  for  and  in 
Heu  of  the  aforesaid  agreement  as  to  the 
loan,  so  as  that  it  should  be  thenceforth 
taken  to  be  a  loan  of  stock,  and  not  of  money ; 
and  in  order  to  carry  this  agreement  into 
effect,  they,  the  said  B.  Bennet  and  F.  W. 
Blomberg,  entered  into  an  agreement, 
dated  the  17th  of  May  1800,  which  con- 
tained the  following  recital:  —  "Whereas 
the  interest  paid  by  the  said  F.  W.  Blomberg 
to  the  said  B.  Bennet  amounts  to  the  sum 
of  100/.  per  annum,  and  whereas,  if  the  said 
sum  of  3,764/.  145.  had  remained  unsold, 
the  said  B.  Bennet  would  have  annually 
received  the  sum  of  112/.  16^.  3d,  so  that 
she  sustained  an  annual  loss  of  12/.  16^.  3c/. 
in  the  interest  of  the  money  she  had  so  ad- 
vanced to  the  said  F.  W.  Blomberg ;  and, 
therefore,  the  said  F.  W.  Blomberg,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  said  B.  Bennet  agreeing  to 
let  the  said  sum  of  2,000/.  continue  secured 
at  interest,  as  aforesaid,  hath  agreed  to  pay 
and  make  good  to  the  said  B.  Bennet,  from 
the  5th  day  of  January  last,  a  sum  equal  to 
the  dividends  of  the  said  3,764/.  145.  stock 
so  sold  for  his  accommodation,  in  the  like 
manner  as  if  the  same  yet  remained  in  her 
name,  and  instead  of  paying  the  sura  of 
2,000/.  in  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain, 
to  purchase  for  or  transfer  into  the  name 
and  for  the  account  of  the  said  B.  Bennet 
the  like  sum  of  3,764/.  145.  like  3/.  per  cent, 
consols,  or  otherwise  pay  her  such  sum  of 
money  as,  at  the  time  he  shall  be  requested 
to  make  such  purchase  or  transfer,  will  be 
sufficient  to  reinvest  the  like  sum  in  the  like 
annuities."     And,  in  consideration  of  the 


premises,  the  said  F.  W.  Blomberg  agreed 
with  the  said  B.  Bennet  that  he  would  within 
the  space  of  six  months  after  a  request 
should  be  made  to  him  by  the  said  B.  Ben- 
net for  that  purpose,  purchase,  lay  out,  or 
invest,  or  otherwise  transfer  into  the  name  of 
the  said  B.  Bennet,  her  executors  or  adnd- 
nistrators,  or  as  she  or  they  should  direct, 
the  sum  of  3,764/.  145.  3/.  per  cent,  con- 
sols, or  otherwise  pay  to  her  or  them,  at  the 
option  of  the  said  B.  Bennet,  her  executors 
or  administrators,  a  sum  of  money  sufficient  to 
reinvest  the  same  sum  of  stock  in  the  same 
annuities,  and  in  the  meantime  pay  to  the 
said  B.  Bennet,  her  executors  or  administra- 
tors, or  otherwise  make  good  to  her  or  them 
all  such  dividends,  interest,  and  produce,  as 
would  have  grown  due  or  become  payable 
for  the  said  sum  of  3,764/.  145. 3/.  per  cent, 
consols,  so  sold  for  the  benefit  of  the  said 
F.  W.  Blomberg  as  aforesaid,  or  which  the 
said  B.  Bennet  would  have  been  entitled  to 
receive  thereon,  in  case  the  same  stock  had 
remained  due  and  become  payable,  the  first 
payment  thereof  to  be  computed  firom  the 
5th  day  of  January  last  past. 

The  bill  then  stated,  diat  but  for  the  last- 
mentioned  agreement,  the  said  B.  Bennet 
would  have  requijred  immediate  payment  of 
the  said  loan,  and  that  the  same  had  ever 
since  continued  on  the  faith,  that  the  said 
sum  of  3,764/.  145.  consols  would,  when 
required,  be  purchased  and  transferred  by 
the  said  F.  W.  Blomberg  to  the  said  B. 
Bennet,  her  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns  ; — that  Barbara  Bennet  afterwards 
intermarried  with  Richard  Pruen,  and  made 
her  will  on  the  10th  of  March  1815,  and 
thereby  directed,  limited,  and  appointed  the 
sum  of  1,000/.  therein  expressed  to  be  the 
moiety  of  the  said  sum  of  2,000/.,  secured 
by  the  bond  of  the  said  F.  W.  Blomberg, 
to  certain  persons  therein  named; — that 
the  said  F.  W.  Blomberg  duly  paid  to  the 
said  B.  Bennet,  during  her  lifetime,  the 
annual  sum  of  112/.  Ifi5.,  pursuant  to  the 
said  substituted  agreement  of  May  1800  ; 
and  after  her  decease,  the  said  F.  W.  Blom- 
berg paid  to  Richard  Prueu,  her  husband,  the 
sum  of  1,000/.  and  interest  thereon,  from 
the  death  of  the  said  B.  Bennet  to  the  time 
of  payment,  and  also  interest  on  the  further 
sum  of  1,000/.,  residue  of  the  said  sum  of 
2,000/.,  down  to  the  time  of  his  death. 

On  the  30th  of  September  1841,  a  notice 


4afi 


COURTS  OFiCHANeEKY: 


in  writing  was  received  by  F.  W.  Blomberg 
from  the  plaintifT^who  was  the  representatiTe 
of  the  said  B.  Bennet,  requesting  him 
within  six  months  to  pay  to  the  phdntiff 
a;  sum  of  money  sufficient  to  reinvest  the 
said  8,7641.  I4s.  consols,  less  the  sum  of 
IfiQOl,  so  paid  as  before  mentioned  to  R. 
Pruen ;  but  as  the  said  F.  W.  Blomberg 
refused  to  pay  back  more  than  1,000^.,  the 
sum  remaining  due  as  part  of  the  2,000^., 
die  present  bill  was  filed,  praying  that  the 
agreement  of  the  I7th  of  May  1800  might 
be  specifically  performed,  or  in  default 
thereof,  that  he  might  be  foreclosed  from 
all  equity  of  redemption  in  the  mortgaged 
premises  and  hereditaments  comprised  in  the 
said  indenture  of  mortgage  of  the  16th  of 
January  1799. 

Mr,  BetheU  and  Mr,  Sandys^  for  the 
plaintiff,  contended,  that  the  agreement  of 
May  1800  ought  to  be  carried  into  effect ; 
it  was  an  agreement  that  Barbara  Bennet 
should  receive  the  stock  or  value  of  the 
stock,  and  it  was  not  like  the  cases  in  which 
there  was  an  option,  dther  to  take  the  sum 
advanced  or  the  value  of  the  stock ;  the 
agreement  was  intended  to  take  the  place  of 
the  original  bond  and  mortgage,  whidi  was 
proved  by  Mr.  Blomberg  agreeing  to  pay 
\2U  16f.  extra  the  interest  upon  2,000^., 
in  order  to  make  the  sum  equal  to  the  divi- 
dend upon  the  stock* 

Mr»  Stuart,  Mr.  Jamts  Parker^  and  Mr. 
Nevifuont  for  the  defendants,  contended, 
that  the  agreement  of  May  1800  was  usu- 
rious. It  was  intended  as  cumulative,  and 
gave  the  party  lendii^,  an  option  to  have 
repaid  either  ^e  2,000T.  or  a  sum  of  money 
equal  to  the  stock  sold  out,  which  could 
not  be  supported. 

Cases  cited  :— 

Barnard  v.  Youn^,  17  Ves.  44. 
Bolder  v,  Jackson,  11  East,  612. 
Dohret  v.  Rothschild^  1  Sim.  &  Stu. 

590 ;  8.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  Cbanc.  125. 
Duncufi  V.  Albrecht,  12  Sim.  189. 
Parker  v.  Ramsbottom,  3  B.  &  C.  257; 

s.c.  3  Law  J.  Rep.  K.B.  16. 

Mr.  BetheU,  in  reply,  said,  the  principal 
argument  used  by  the  defendants  was,  that 
the  agreement  to  replace  the  stock  was  in- 
valid in  point  of  law,  because  it  afforded  an 


optidn  to  the  parties  to  take  either  money 
or  stock,  and  they  imagined  the  agreement 
was  bad,  because  of  the  option;  but  that 
was  not  the  case,  &r  the  agreement  provided 
that  Mr.  Blomberg,  instead  of  being  liaUe 
to  pay  2,000/.,  agreed  to  substitute  the 
amount  of  stock  which  had  been  sold  out, 
and  to  pay  back  a  sum  equal  to  such  stock 
whenever  he  was  called  upon  by  Mrs.  Ben- 
net  ;  it  was  therefore  not  an  option  to  Mrs. 
Bennet  to  receive  the  2,0002.  or  stock,  but 
to  have  3,764^  14f.  stock,  or  the  value  of 
such  stock ;  and  there  was  nothing  in  such 
an  agreement  which  militated  against  any 
of  the  cases.  It  was  said,  the  agreement 
was  cumulative  and  additional  to  the  origi- 
nal contract,  and  that  the  two  together  con- 
stituted the  option,  but  such  never  was  the 
intention.  No  one  could  read  the  agree* 
ment  of  1800  without  seeing  that  it  was 
substitutional  for,  and  to  take  the  |dace  of, 
the  original  contract — this  never  couM  be 
brought  within  the  statutes  against  usury, 
although  certainly  the  acts  upon  tins  sub- 
ject were  of  a  very  sweeping  description. 

The  Vice  Chancellok.— It  appears  to 
me,  that  on  the  (ace  of  the  agreement  of 
May  1800,  it  is  manifest,  that  the  intention 
of  the  parties  was,  that  the  original  securi^ 
should  be  left  as  it  was;  the  agreement 
itself,  I  think,  decides  the  point,  because, 
after  reciting  what  the  original  transaction 
was,  and  that  the  sum  of  2,0001.  was  pro- 
duced by  the  sale  of  stock,  and  that  Bar- 
bara Bennet  would  sustain  a  loss  of  12JL 
l<>t.  Sd.  in  respect  of  the  dividend,  it  was 
agreed,  that  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 
2,000/.  being  allowed  to  remain  secured  at 
the  interest  mentioned,  Blomberg  ahouM 
pay  as  interest  a  sum  equal  to  the  dividend 
upon  the  stod^  sold  out. — [His  Honour 
here  went  through  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment.]-*On  Ihe  face  of  this  agreement,  it 
appears  tome  to  have  been  the  intentioo, 
that  the  old  security  should  remain^  but 
there  should  be  a  payment  made  annually  by 
F.  W.  Blomberg  to  Barbara  Bennet,  wMdk 
would  reimburse  the  dividend  on  the  amount 
of  stock,  and  this  was  probably  done  by  the 
brother,  out  of  consideration  fcur  the  fedings 
of  his  siBter,  and  nothing  more ;  and  it  does 
not  appear  to  me  that  I  can  give  effect  to 
such  an  agreement  by  a  decree  of  foie- 
eloBuie,    There  might  possibly  \m  a  foe- 
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doBore  on  the  footing  of  paying  off  tke 
money  sceured,  but  otib«rwise  I  cannot  give 
foieckMUie. 

BMl  disniissed,  as  lar  as  it  sought  relief 
en  -the  agreement  of  May  1800. 


V 
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DESKS  f  •  arj^NHOPE. 


Company — Demurrer —  Parties — ParU 
ners* 

Fourteen  shareholders  in  a  joini^sioek 
company^  consisting  of  200  persons,  which 
had  already  ceased  to  carry  on  business,  filed 
a  hiU  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  aU  other 
the  shareholders,  except  the  defendants, 
against  the  defendants  who  were  the  directors 
cfthe  company,  praying  that  various  accounts 
might  be  takeuy  and  that  the  defendants  might 
be  declared  personally  little  for  the  losses 
sustained  in  their  mismanagement: — Held, 
upon  demurrer,  that  where  dissolution  of  the 
company  was  not  prayed,  relief  could  be  given 
without  aU  the  shareholders  being  present, 
for  otherwise  it  would  be  virtually  impossible 
to  come  to  a  hearing — following  the  authority 
of  Wallworth  v.  Holt. 

This  case  came  on  upon  a  demurrer  to  the 
bill  for  want  of  equity,  and  misjoinder,  and 
want  of  parties.  A  previous  demurrer  to 
the  same  bill  wil>  be  found  reported  ante, 
p.  280.  The  bill  was  filed  by  fourteen 
persons,  shareholders  in  the  Marylebone 
Joint  Stock  Banking  Company,  on  behalf 
of  themselves  and  all  other  the  shareholders 
and  proprietors  of  the  company,  except  the 
defendants.  The  defendants  were  eleven 
other  shareholders  in  the  company,  who 
were  or  had  been  directors,  and  the  repre* 
sentatives  of  three  other  shareholders,  who 
had  also  been  directors  of  the  company,  one 
of  whom  had  died,  and  the  other  two  had 
become  bankrupt. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  was,  that  various 
accounts  might  be  taken,  and  that  the  part- 
nership might  be  dissolved.  The  Vice 
Chancellor  held,  that  a  bill  praying  dissolu- 
tion of  a  partnership  could  not  be  sustained 
without  all  the  partners  being  before  the 
Court.  The  demurrer  was,  therefore,  allow- 
ed, but  leave  was  given  to  amend  and  assi* 


mikte  the  bfil  to  that  m  the  ease  of  WaU- 
worthy,  HoU{l). 

The  bill,  as  now  amended,  did  not  state 
that  the  banking  company  was  dissolved,  but 
it  stated  "  that  in  August  1841  the  business 
of  the  company  was  suspended,  and  that  the 
accounts  of  the  customers  were  in  the  same 
month  either  closed  or  transferred  to  the 
London  and  Westminster  Bank,  and  that  since 
then,  the  continuing  directors  of  the  company 
had  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of  several 
houses,  in  which  the  business  of  the  said  com* 
pany  was  carried  on,  as  well  as  nearly  all 
other  the  effects  of  the  said  company,  and 
discharged  all  the  clerks  and  servants  of  the 
company,  and  that  ever  since  August  1841 
the  business  of  the  said  company  had  been 
discontinued,  although  there  had  not  been 
any  dissolution  of  the  said  partnership  or 
company.  The  bill  also  charged,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  statement  that  it  would  be  in- 
convenient to  make  all  the  partners  parties 
to  the  suit,  that  the  proprietors  of  the  said 
banking  company  were  200  in  number,  and 
that  many  of  them  were  unknown  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  the  rights  and  liabilities 
of  such  proprietors  were  so  subject  to  change 
and  fluctuation  by  death  or  otherwise  that 
the  plaintiffs  could  not,  without  the  greatest 
inconvenience,  make  such  proprietors  parties 
to  this  suit,  and  that  to  do  so  would  render 
it  impossible  to  prosecute  this  suit  to  a  hear- 
ing, and  that  all  such  persons  not  parties 
plaintiffs  or  defendants  thereto  had  a  common 
interest  with  the  plaintiffs  in  the  subject- 
matter  of  this  suit,  and  the  relief  prayed  and 
sought  thereby. 

In  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  as  amended,  all 
the  first  part  (praying  that  it  might  be  de- 
elared  that  the  business  of  the  company 
having  ceased,  the  said  company  was  dis- 
solved, or  ought  to  be  dissolved,  and  might 
be  dissolved  by  the  decree  of  the  Court,  and 
also  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the 
shares,  deposits,  and  calls  paid  or  received 
by  the  defendants,  and  the  dealings  and 
transactions  of  the  directors  in  r^ard  to  the 
affairs  of  the  company,  and  that  an  account 
might  be  taken  of  the  debts  still  owing  to 
the  company,  and  the  outstanding  debts 
due  to  the  company,  and  that  the  same 
might  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  debt, 

(1)4  Myl.&  Cr.  619 }  s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chano.  138. 
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and  the  surplus  be  divided  rateably  amongst 
the  proprietors,)  was  omitted;  and  the  bill 
now  prayed  that  an  account  might  be  taken 
of  all  sums  of  money  received  by  the  direc- 
tors, or  by  their  order,  for  or  in  respect  or 
on  account  of  the  said  company,  or  which, 
but  for  their  wilful  default  or  neglect,  might 
have  been,  or  ought  to  have  been  so  re- 
ceived, and  an  account  of  all  sums  properly 
expended  by  the  said  directors,  and  all  bills 
discounted,  and  particularly  such  bills  as  had 
been  discounted  by  the  directors  to  any  of 
their  relations  and  friends,  and  the  losses 
sustained  thereby,  and  an  account  of  all  losses 
sustained  by  the  company  since  the  5  th  of 
September  1836,  and  all  other  transactions 
by  the  directors  in  respect  of  the  manage- 
ment of  the  company ;  and  that  the  several 
directors,  parties  defendants  to  the  bill,  might 
be  declared  personally  liable  to  make  good 
all  that  should  be  found  due  to,  and  the 
losses  sustained  by  the  company ;  and  that 
what  should  be  so  found  due  from  the  said 
defendants  might  be  ordered  to  be  paid  and 
applied  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  sliare- 
holders,  and  that  all  other  necessary  decla- 
rations and  directions  might  be  made  and 
given  for  the  purpose  of  affording  the  plain- 
tiffs effectual  relief  against  the  defendants 
in  respect  of  the  matters  aforesaid.  And 
the  bill  also  prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  defendants  from  taking  any  proceedings 
at  law,  for  the  purpose  of  getting  in  the 
debts  of  the  company,  or  from  further 
acting  in  the  affairs  of  the  company. 

Mr,  Stuart  and  Mr.  Elmsley^  for  the 
demurrer,  said,  everything  was  now  asked 
by  the  bill  on  the  footing  of  accounts,  which 
was  before  asked  on  the  ground  of  dissolu- 
tion, but  no  efficient  purpose  would  be 
gained.  It  was  well  established,  that  with- 
out a  prayer  for  dissolution,  you  could  not 
have  the  accounts  taken,  and  you  could  not 
have  the  accounts  taken  without  having  all 
the  shareholders  present.  Many  of  the  share- 
holders were  also  customers,  and  almost 
every  customer  and  shareholder  had  a  case 
of  his  own  to  make — Evans  v.  Stokes (V), 

[The  Vice  Chancellor.— It  appears  by 
the  bill  that  all  the  accounts  have  been 
either  closed  or  transferred.] 


(1)1  Keen,  24;  s.  c  5  Law  J.  Rep.  (m.s.)  Chanc. 
129. 


Mr,  Bethell  and  Mr.  Lovat,  in  support 
of  the  bill,  contended,  that  it  was  framed 
exactly  upon  the  authority  of  Wallwarth  v. 
Holt^  and  it  did  not  seek  dissolution  beyond 
what  was  sought  in  that  case,  and  therefore 
the  demurrer  must  be  overruled. 

Mr,  Stuart^  in  reply,  said,  this  case  dif- 
fered from  Wallworth  v.  HoU,  The  sole 
object  of  that  case  was  to  oblige  the  share- 
holders to  pay  up  their  calls ;  this  was  very 
different ;  it  was  not  a  bill  directed  merely 
against  the  shareholders  for  an  account  of 
calls,  but  there  were  allegations  of  gross 
mismanagement  on  the  part  of  the  directors, 
and  a  prayer  for  division  of  profits,  and  that 
all  the  assets  might  be  distributed  amongst 
the  shareholders. 

Mr,  Wakefieldy  Mr,  Spence,  and  Mr, 
Walker,  appeared  for  other  parties. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — The  real  ques- 
tion is,  whether  this  case  is  identified  with 
Wallworth  v.  Holt,  I  should  be  unwiUing 
to  give  a  decision  upon  that  point  without 
comparing  the  two  bills.  I  will  take  a  day 
or  two  to  see  whether,  attending  to  the 
substance  of  the  case,  this  is  or  not  substan- 
tially the  same  as  WaUworth  v.  HoU, 

July  12. — The  Vice  Chancellor. — In 
this  case  I  have  to  give  judgment  on  the 
two  demurrers,  one  of  M'Lean,  Walker,  and 
Balmanno,  and  the  other  of  Rawson ;  and 
the  demurrers  are  for  want  of  equity  and 
misjoinder,  and  want  of  parties.  Now,  when 
the  case  was  before  me  some  little  time  agO| 
I  allowed  the  demurrers,  because  I  thought 
that,  as  the  bill  prayed  a  dissolution,  nothing 
that  has  yet  taken  place  in  court  warranted 
me  in  saying,  that  the  bill  could  be  sustained 
without  having  additional  parties,  and  there 
was  a  great  deal  of  discussion  on  tliat  argu- 
ment, with  reference  to  the  case  of  Wall' 
worth  V.  HoU ;  and  I  rather  believe  I  threw 
out  some  suggestions,  which  I  see  have 
operated  like  instructions ;  and  it  seems  to 
me,  that  by  subsequent  alterations  the  bill 
has  received  such  a  form,  that  though  I 
have  distinctly  read  it  all  over,  and  read 
over  the  whole  of  Wallworth  v.  HoU,  I 
connot  see  any  substantial  difference.  It  is 
stated  here  that  the  business  has  been  sus- 
pended, and  has  been  discontinued.  The 
same  suspension  is  stated  in  the  case  of 
Wallworth  y.  Holt;  and  in  many  sabordi* 
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nate  particulars,  I  observe  that  the  language 
of  one  is  made  to  correspond  with  the  lan- 
guage of  the  other.  Now,  with  respect  to 
the  equity,  there  are  charges  quite  strong 
enough  to  shew  that  if  they  be  true,  there 
18  abundant  equity  as  against  all  these  four 
gentlemen,  that  is,  as  to  Mr.  Balmanno,  in 
his  representative  character  only,  and  as  to 
the  others  as  principals.  With  respect  to 
the  question,  as  to  the  want  of  parties,  it 
appears  to  me  that  there  is  no  want  of  parties 
upon  the  ground  which  my  Lord  Cottenham 
took  in  the  decision  of  Wallworth  v.  Holt; 
and  when  the  case  was  before  me,  I  do  not 
recollect  that  I  felt  any  difficulty  about  the 
want  of  parties ;  but  here  there  is  a  statement 
almost  equivalent  to  that  which  is  contained 
in  the  case  of  Wallworth  v.  Holtt  and  we 
have  certain  persons  suing  on  behalf  of 
themselves  and  all  others,  except  the  defen- 
dants, and  the  defendants  constitute  the  re- 
mainder; and  it  really  does  seem  to  me  that 
the  reasoning  of  my  Lord  Cottenham  is 
exactly  applicable  to  this  case,  that  if  you 
did  hold  it  necessary  to  have  all  the  persons 
parties,  it  would  be  quite  impossible  that 
under  such  a  case  as  this,  nay,  even  if  it 
were  ten  times  stronger,  with  respect  to  the 
charge  of  misconduct  than  it  is,  there  could 
be  any  relief  at  all,  it  being  virtually  im- 
possible to  have  all  of  them  parties;  and 
if  you  had  them  all  parties  on  the  record,  it 
would  be  impossible  to  keep  that  record 
perpetually  in  such  a  complete  dtate  with 
respect  to  parties  that  would  ever  enable 
you  to  bring  it  on  for  hearing.  Then,  with 
respect  to  misjoinder,  I  cannot  find  that 
there  is  any  misjoinder  with  respect  to  par- 
ties, or  with  respect  to  facts.  If  any  person 
could  have  a  pretence  for  talking  about 
misjoinder,  it  might  be  that  unfortunate 
gentleman,  whose  demurrer  I  overruled  the 
other  day,  for  a  reason  expressed ;  not  that 
the  thing  was  of  much  consequence,  as  it 
appeared  to  me,  beyond  this,  that  the  Court 
ought  not  to  allow  a  new  method  of  plead- 
ing; because  if  you  are  to  be  told  that  a 
statement  of  fact,  on  demurrer,  is  immaterial, 
the  Court  will  have  to  consider,  in  every 
case,  whether  it  is  material  or  not,  which  is 
just  the  thing  that  the  Court  ought  not  to 
be  called  upon  to  consider  on  demurrer. 
And  it  is  but  a  poor  defence  of  a  thing  to 
say,  that  its  merit  consists  in  having  no 
meaning.     On  the  best  consideration  that  I 


can  ^ve  to  this  case,  comparing  it  with 
Wallworth  V.  Holt^  to  all  of  which  1  most 
completely  subscribe — and  I  certainly  never 
had  any  intention  to  decide  against  a  deli- 
berate decision  of  a  Lord  Chancellor  re- 
cently made  on  such  a  subject  as  this, — my 
decision  is,  that  I  must  overrule  the  de- 
murrer. 


!,  V.C.I 
t6.      J 


THOMPSON  9.  THOMPSON. 


K.  Bruce 
August 

Mortmain — Charitable  Uses, 


Shares  in  the  "  Gas  Light  and  Coke  Com^ 
pany^**  established  by  the  50  Geo,  3.  c.  163, 
are  not  within  the  9  Geo.  2.  c.  36.  s,  3. 

This  was  a  suit  to  administer  the  estate 
of  a  testator,  who  had  given  legacies  for 
charitable  purposes.  The  Master  found,  on 
a  reference  made  to  him,  that  certain  shares 
in  the  "  Gas  Light  and  Coke  Company'* 
were  pure  personal  estate.  To  this  report 
an  exception  was  taken,  on  the  ground  that 
such  shares  were  within  the  9  Geo.  2.  c.  36. 
s.  3,  which  enacted  that  all  gifts,  &c.  of 
"  any  lands,  tenements,  or  other  heredita- 
ments, or  of  any  estate  or  interest  therein, 
or  of  any  charge  or  incumbrance  affecting 
or  to  aifect  any  lands,  tenements,  or  here- 
ditaments" to,  or  in  trust  for,  charitable 
uses,  should  be  void. 

By  the  50  Geo.  3.  c.  163.  s.  1,  it  was  de- 
clared, that  in  case  his  Majesty  should  think 
fit,  within  three  years  after  the  passing  of 
the  act,  to  declare  that  such  persons  as 
should  be  named  therein,  and  all  other 
persons  as  from  time  to  time  should  be 
duly  admitted  members  into  their  corpora- 
tion, should  be  a  body  politic  and  cor- 
porate, by  the  name  of  the  "  Gas  Light  and 
Coke  Company,*'  to  continue  for  the  period 
of  twenty-one  years  from  the  time  of  grant- 
ing the  charter,  and  to  declare  that  the 
corporation  should  be  established  for  the 
purpose  of  producing  inflammable  air,  coke, 
oil,  tar,  pitch,  asphaltum,  ammoniacal  liquor, 
and  essential  oil  from  coal,  such  corporation 
should  have  power  to  make  contracts  for 
lighting  streets,  &c.,  and  to  sell  such  coke, 
oil,  &c.,  imder  such  conditions  as  should  be 
expressed  in  such  charter. 

By  the  2nd  section,  the  corporation  were 
authorized  to  raise  a  capital  or  joint  stock. 
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By  the  5th  section  it  was  enacted,  that 
the  subscribers  to  the  stock  should  be  en- 
titled to  the  capital,  in  proportion  to  the 
monies  contributed  by  them,  and  to  a  pro- 
portional share  of  the  profits. 

By  the  7th  section  it  was  enacted,  that  the 
stock  should  be  divided  into  shares  of  50/. 
each ;  and  that  all  shares  in  the  joint  stock 
and  undertaking  of  the  said  corporation,  and 
in  the  net  profits  and  advantages  thereof, 
should  be  deemed  personal  estate,  and  not 
of  the  nature  of  real  estate ;  and,  as  such 
personal  estate,  should  be  transmissible  ac- 
cordingly. 

A  charter  was  soon  after  granted  to  the 
company  accordingly,  and  two  other  acts 
passed  relating  to  it,  namely,  54  Geo.  3.  c. 
116,  and  59  Geo.  3.  c.  20 ;  by  one  of  which 
the  corporation  was  made  a  perpetual  one. 

Mr,  Russell,  Mr.  Simpkinson,  Mr»  Glasse^ 

Mr.  Malins,  Mr.  Huhhach,  Mr.  Welford^ 

and  Mr.  Austen,  for  the  exception,  cited — 

Negus  v.  Coulter^  Ambl.  367* 

Knapp  V.  WilliamSj  4  Yes.  430. 

Harrison  v.  Harrison,  1  Russ.  &  MyL 

71. 
Collinson  v.  Pater,  2  Ibid.  344 ;    s.  c. 

9  Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  158. 
Ex  parte  Vauxkall  Bridge  Company, 

1  Glyn&  Jam.  101. 
Bligh  V.  Brent,  2  You.  &  Col.  268  ;  s.  c. 

6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Exch.  Eq.  58. 
March  v.  Attorney  General,   5  Beav. 

433 ;  s.  c.  12   Law  J.   Rep.-  (n.s.) 

Chanc.  31. 

Mr.  Twiss  and  Mr.  Wray,  for  the  Attor- 
ney General,  were  not  called  upon. 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C.  —  This  question 
relates  to  shares  in  a  trading  corporation, 
constituted  and  regulated  by  a  variety  of 
acts  of  parliament,  one  of  which  makes  the 
corporation  perpetual,  and  by  one  or  more 
of  which  acts  the  acquisition  of  landed  pro- 
perty in  fee  simple  by  the  corporation  is 
authorized.  It  will  not  be  necessary  to 
refer  with  any  particularity  to  any  act  relat- 
ing to  the  company  than  the  earlier  one. 
[His  Honour  then  read  the  50  Geo.  3.  c.  163. 
88.  1,  2,  5,  &  7;  in  the  last  of  which  sec- 
tions is  the  declaration,  "  that  all  shares  in 
the  joint-stock  and  undertaking  of  the  said 
corporation,  and  in  the  net  profits  and  ad- 


vantages thereof,  shall  be  deemed  personal 
estate,  and  not  of  the  nature  of  real  estate, 
and  as  such  personal  estate  shall  be  trans- 
missible accordingly."] 

Now,  I  observe  in  passing, — ^without  say- 
ing I  rely  upon  it, — that  the  provision  of 
this  act  is  not  simply  that  the  shares  shall 
be  deemed  personal  estate,  and,  as  such 
personal  estate,  shaU  be  transmissible  ac- 
cordingly, (which  would  have  been  sufficient 
for  the  specific  purpose  of  devolution),  but 
it  contains  a  further  negative  clause,  "  ahall 
be  deemed  personal  estate,  and  not  of  the 
nature  of  real  estate,  and,  as  such  personal 
estate,  shall  be  transmissible  accordingly." 
I  say  I  make  that  remark  in  passing,  with- 
out saying  that  I  rely  upon  the  occurrence 
of  those  words,  and  without  saying  whether 
I  should  or  should  not  have  decided  the 
case  in  the  same  way  if  these  words  had  not 
been  inserted :  on  that  I  say  nothing.  At 
present,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that,  in  my 
opinion,  these  words  are  not  to  be  dis- 
regarded. 

Now,  shares  thus  constituted,  shares  of 
this  description,  are  the  shares  in  question ; 
and  they  are  shares  in  a  joint  stock  to  be 
contributed  by  various  persons,  who  are  to 
combine  in  raising  the  sum  for  trading  pur- 
poses. Being  applied  in  trading  purposes, 
the  profits  and  aidvantages  derived  from  the 
trading  are  to  be  divided  among  those  con- 
tributors. 

The  only  connexion  of  this  property  with 
land  is,  that  the  trade  is  carried  on  in  con- 
nexion with  the  earth  on  which  we  live,  as 
all  trades  are,  and  as  all  businesses  must  to 
a  certain  extent  be ;  and  is  also  carried  on 
by  means  of  real  property  acquired  by  the 
corporation.  The  shareholders  are  to  have 
no  interest  in  the  real  property  ;  they  have 
no  estate  in  the  real  property,  legal  or  equit- 
able ;  but  the  landed  property  is  held  by  the 
corporation  as  part  of  the  general  mass  of 
property  real  and  personal,  which,  being 
worked  by  the  corporation  and  under  the 
direction  of  the  corporation,  is  to  produce 
certain  profits  of  trade,  which  profits  of  trade, 
when  produced,  are  to  be  divided  among 
certain  individuals.  Now,  that,  certainly, 
speaking  otherwise  than  technically,  would 
sound  to  any  unlearned  person  as  Uttle  like 
a  landed  estate,  as  foreign  from  any  notions 
of  what  is  called  landed  property,  as  any 
thing  that  can  be  imagined.     No  man  would 
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.think,  certainly,  oC-  calling  an  extensive 
holder  of  gas-light  shares  a  great  landed 
proprietor ;  no  person  would  think  of  giving 
such  a  designation  to  a  person  of  that  de- 
scription. Buty  it  is  said,  that  property  of 
this  diescription,  hecanse  the  profits  are  to 
be  acquired  by  a  certain  connexion  with  the 
earth,  and  by  means  of  real  estate  to  be  held 
by  the  managing  body,  is  **  a  tenement  or  a 
liereditament,  or  an  estate  or  interest  in  a 
tenement  or  a  hereditament,  or  a  charge  or 
incumbrance  npon  a  tenement  or  a  heredita- 
ment." Now,  it  is  possible,  that,  by  an  ex- 
ceedingly strict  and  far-fetched  interpreta- 
tion, property  of  this  description  may  be 
brotight  within  the  range  of  a  portion  of 
those  expressions ;  it  is  possible ;  but  the 
question  is,  whether,  upon  a  just  interpreta- 
tion of  the  whole  of  this  act,^-^without  regard- 
ing the  title,  which  I  do  not  regard  for  this 
j)UTpose, — whethei^,  upon  a  just  and  rational 
comparison  of  the  language  of  the  act  in  its 
enacting  part  with  the  intention  to  be  col- 
lected from  the  whole,  it  is  a  sound  inter- 
pretation of  this  act  to  say^  that  '*  tenement 
or  hereditament,  or  an  estate  or  interest 
therein,  or  a  charge  or  incumbrance  upon  a 
tenement  or  hereditament,"  in  the  manner 
used  in  this  act,  are  words  properly  appli- 
cable to  a  subject  of  this  description.  I  am 
of  opinion  that  they  are  not ;  and  without 
saying  (which  it  is  not  necessary  to  say,  and 
I  hardly  understand  myself  what  the  expres- 
sion means)  whether  this  property  is  **  pure 
personalty'*  or  not,  I  am  of  opinion,  without 
liny  doubt,  that  it  is  property  Hot  felling 
within  the  range  of  any  of  the  expressions 
contained  in  the  statute  9  Geo.  2.  c.  S6,  ac- 
cording to  a  just  interpretation  of  the  lan- 
guage of  that  act. 


K.  BrUCK,  y.C.)        HEINERTZHAOEK     V. 

July  23,  24.    f  davib. 

2VtMl — Appointment  of  New  TrM9tee9, 

According  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
vsttal  power  of  appointing  new  trusteeSf  a 
greater  number  of  new  trustees  cannot  be  ap^ 
pointed  in  the  place  of  persons  ceasing  to  he 
trustees^  than  the  original  number  of  trustees ; 
hut  a  power  may  be  so  worded  as  to  allow  of 
a  greater  number  being  appointed. 

On  the  marriage  of  an  English  lady  with  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  who  was  a  mer^ 
New  Series,  XIII — Chanc. 


chant  resident  in  London^  certain  funds  were 
by  the  marriage  settlement  assigned  to  English 
trustees,  in  trust  to  invest  them  on  the  govern- 
ment stock  of  England  or  America,  or  on  real 
security  in  England  or  America;  and  there 
was  in  the  settlement  a  power  to  appoint  new 
trustees.  The  English  trustees  retired,  and 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  resident  there, 
were  appointed  trustees  in  their  place : — 
Held,  that  the  appointment  was  good. 

Whether,  where  there  is  a  settlement  of 
personal  property  made  in  England  on  the 
marriage  of  English  persons,  the  appointment 
of  foreigners,  or  persons  resident  abroad,  to 
be  new  trustees,  would  be  a  valid  exercise  of 
the  usual  power  of  appointing  new  trustees, 
quaere. 

In  April  1826  a  marriage  was  agreed  upon 
between  Mr.  Sidney  Warwick,  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  but  then  residing  in  JLon- 
^on,  and  carrying  on  business  as  a  merchant, 
and  Miss  Louisa  Holdsworth,  an  Bnglish 
lady. 

In  contemplation  of  this  marriage  a  set- 
tlement, dated  the  4th  of  April  1826,  was 
executed ;  and  by  this  settlement  certain 
funds,  belonging  to  the  lady,  were  assigned  to 
B.6.  Davis  and  G.  F.  Davis,  as  trustees,  upon 
trust,  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  hus- 
band and  wife,  to  lay  out  the  same,  either  upon 
the  public  stocks  or  funds  of  Great  Britain  or 
America,  or  upon  real  securities  in  England, 
Wales,  or  America ;  and  with  such  consent 
to  change  the  securities  for  others  of  a  like 
nature,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the  secu- 
rities upon  the  trusts  in  the  settlement 
mentioned. 

The  settlement  contained  the  following 
proviso  as  to  the  appointment  of  new  trus- 
tees :  "  Provided,  &c.  that  in  case  the  said  B. 
G.  Davis  and  G.  F.  Davis,  or  either  of  them, 
or  any  new  trustee  or  trustees  to  be  appointed 
under  this  present  provision  in  their,  or  either 
of  their  place,  shall  depart  this  life,  or  be 
desirous  of  being  discharged  of  and  from  the 
aforesaid  trusts,  or  shall  neglect  or  refuse,  or 
become  incapable  to  act  in  the  said  trusts 
before  the  same  shall  be  fully  executed  and 
performed,  then,  and  in  that  case,  and  so 
soon  and  so  often  as  the  same  shall  happen,  it 
shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said 
Sidney  Warwick  and  Louisa  Holdsworth, 
during  their  joint  lives,  and  after  the  decease 
of  either,  then  to  and  for  the  said  Sidney 
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Warwick  alone,  if  living,  or  liis  executors 
or  administrators,  or  in  case  of  his  or  their 
default  for  one  calendar  month  after  he 
or  they  shall  be  thereunto  requested,  by 
the  acting  trustee  or  trustees  for  the 
time  being,  or  the  last  trustee,  or  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  the  last 
acting  trustee,  for  the  acting  trustee  or 
trustees,  or  trustee  for  the  time  being,  or 
the  last  acting  trustee,  or  the  executors  or 
administrators  of  the  last  acting  trustee,  to 
nominate  any  person  or  persons  to  supply 
the  place  of  the  trustee  or  trustees  respec- 
tively so  dying,  desiiing  to  be  discharged,  or 
refusing,  neglecting,  or  becoming  incapable 
to  act  as  aforesaid  and  that  immediately  afler 
such  appointment  the  trust  estate,  money, 
stocks,  funds,  and  securities  which  shall  be 
then  vested  under  or  by  virtue  of  these  pre- 
sents in  the  trustee  or  trustees  respectively, 
so  dying,  desiring  to  be  discharged,  or  re- 
fusing, neglecting,  or  becoming  incapable  to 
act  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  conveyed,  assigned, 
and  transferred  so  and  in  such  manner  as 
that  the  same  may  vest  in  such  new  trustee 
or  trustees  jointly  with  the  surviving  or  con- 
tinuing trustee  or  trustees,  or  solely,  as  the 
case  may  require,  and  in  his,  her,  or  their 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
upon  the  trusts  hereinbefore  expressed  and 
declared  of  and  concerning  the  same,  and 
that  every  new  trustee  shall  have  and  may 
exercise  the  same  powers,  privileges  and 
authorities  whatsoever,  as  if  he  had  been 
appointed  a  trustee  by  these  presents,  and 
as  if  his  name  had  been  inserted  in  these 
presents  instead  of  the  name  of  the  trustee 
or  trustees,  in  or  to  whose  place  such  new 
trustee  or  trustees  respectively  shall  come 
or  succeed." 

Mr.  B.  G.  Davis  and  Mr.  G.  F.  Davis 
were  both  of  them  English,  and  resident  in 
London. 

By  an  indenture,  indorsed  .on  the  mar- 
riage settlement,  and  dated  the  ISth  of 
October  1831,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Sidney  War- 
wick, '*  in  pursuance  and  in  exercise  of  the 
power  or  authority  given  to  them  in  that 
behalf,"  nominated  C.  Warwick,  A.  War- 
wick, and  J.  M.  Warwick,  to  supply  the 
place  of,  and  instead  of,  B.  G.  Davis  and 
G.  F.  Davis. 

Messrs.  C.  Warwick,  A.  Warwick,  and 
J.  M.  Warwick  were  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  and  lived  in  Virginia,  from  which 


State  Mr.  Sidney  Warwick  had  originally 
come. 

Soon  after  the  execution  of  the  appoint- 
ment of  these  new  trustees,  the  funds  were 
assigned  to  them,  and  afterwards  vested  in 
government  securities  of  the  United  States. 

There  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  inten- 
tions of  Mr.  Sidney  Warwick,  at  the  time 
of  the  marriage,  or  any  other  time,  with 
respect  to  a  permanent  residence  in  England, 
or  to  a  return  to  the  United  States. 

In  this  suit,  which  related  to  the  liability 
of  the  trustees,  B.  G.  Davis  and  G.  F.  Davis, 
two  questions  arose :  first,  whether  the 
appointment  of  new  trustees  was  invalid, 
on  the  ground  of  three  having  been  ap- 
pointed in  the  place  of  two ;  and,  secondly, 
whether  such  appointment  was  invalid,  on 
the  ground  of  aliens  having  been  appointed 
in  the  place  of  Englishmen. 

Mr,  Swanstofif  Mr,  Wigram^  Mr,  Lee^ 
Mr,  Leach f  and  Mr,  PaUner,  for  the  dif- 
ferent parties. 

The  following  authorities  were  cited : — 
Lewin  on  Trusts^  p.  465. 
Ex  parte  Davis,  2  You.  &  Col.  N.C.  468; 
s.c.  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Bankr.  38. 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C. — The  first  question 
is,  whether,  two  original  trustees  having 
retired,  two  others  ought  not  to  have  been 
appointed  in  their  stead.  Generally  the 
rule  to  be  adhered  to  is,  that,  where  original 
trustees  retire,  their  places  should  be  filled 
up  by  the  same  number  of  new  trustees ;  it 
is  a  rule  of  convenience,  and  this  may  be 
presumed  or  taken  to  be  conformable  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  settlement, 
where  nothing  else  appears.  If,  however, 
the  deed  be  worded  so  as  to  authorize  three 
to  succeed  two,  efi*ect  may  be  given  to  it. 
On  the  true  construction  of  this  settlement, 
I  think  there  is  a  power  in  it  to  appoint  a 
greater  number  than  two  in  the  place  of  the 
two.  Taking  then,  or  allowing  the  rule 
to.be  true,  as  stated,  this  deed,  on  the  face 
of  it,  exhibits  an  intention  to  give  permis- 
sion to  appoint  three  trustees  in  the  place  of 
two,  and  there  is  no  liability  on  that  ground. 

The  next  questioti  is  one  of  a  more  for- 
midable nature.  The  three  trustees  sub- 
stituted, were  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
Now,  without  deciding  the  question,  I  will 
assume,  that  where  there  is  a  settlement  of 
personal  property  made  in  England,  on  the 
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marri^e  of  English  persons,  the  appoint- 
ment of  foreigners  or  persons  resident  out 
of  England  to  be  new  trustees,  would  be  an 
improper  one :  I  assume  this,  without  ex- 
pressing any  opinion  on  it  But  how  does 
the  case  stand  here  ?  A  settlement  is  made, 
on  the  marriage  of  an  English  lady  with  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  resident  in 
this  country  for  a  temporary  purpose.  I 
must  take  it  that  it  was  considered  probable 
at  the  time  the  settlement  was  made,  that 
the  vnSs  would  go  to  the  United  States  with 
her  husband.  There  is  a  power  to  inyest 
the  money  in  government  funds  of  America 
(an  expression  being  used  of  the  largest 
sense,  not  simply  the  United  States,  but 
America  generally)  or  in  real  securities  in 
America.  It  is  plain  that  it  was  in  the 
view  of  the  parties  at  the  time  the  settlement 
was  made,  that  it  was  probable  that  the 
funds  might  be  withdrawn  from  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court,  leaving  only  the  trus- 
tees answerable  for  them,  and  that,  as  far  as 
these  persons  are  concerned,  they  would 
only  have  to  shew  that  the  settlement  had 
been  acted  up  to,  to  be  exempt  from  all  liabi- 
lity; all  the  objects  }>eing  fulfilled,  and 
nothing  being  left  to  operate  on:  all  this 
may  have  been  contemplated.  The  husband 
and  wife  propose,  or  have  it  in  contempla- 
tion to  go  to  America,  and  desire  to  have 
the  funds  transmitted  there,  and  the  old 
trustees,  desirous  of  retiring  or  of  forward- 
ing the  wishes  of  the  parties,  wish  to  give 
up  the  trust.  Three  persons,  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  Virginians,  and  citizens 
of  the  same  State  as  the  husband  belonged 
to,  are  appointed  in  their  places.  I  think 
it  to  have  been  aproper  and  justifiable  course. 


HUGHES  V.  UPSCOMBE. 


WlGRAM,  V.C. 

July  2,  6. 

L.C. 
July  24. 

Answer — Attachment — Note  at  foot  of 
the  Bill — Traversing  Note, 

An  attachment  for  not  answering  will  not 
issue  against  one  of  several  defendants,  who 
is  served  with  a  subpoena  to  answer,  but  who 
is  not  required  by  the  note  at  the  foot  of  the 
bill  to  answer  any  of  the  interrogatories ;  but 
in  default  of  answer,  and  after  the  time  for 
answering  has  expired,  the  plaintiff  may  file 


a  traversing  note  against  such  defendant, 
under  the  21st  Order  of  August  1841. 
Jones  V.  Wilson  (12  Sim.  361,)  overruled. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  against 
three  defendants,  from  two  of  whom  dis- 
covery was  required  according  to  the  form' 
prescribed  by  the  19th  Order  of  August 
1841  ;  (1)  but  the  third  defendant  was  not 
required  by  the  note  at  the  foot  of  the  bill  to 
answer  any  of  the  interrogatories.  The  third 
defendant  put  in  no  answer ;  and,  at  the  ex- 
piration of  the  time  for  answering,  the  pMn- 
tiff  applied  for  an  attachment  against  him  ; 
but  the  officer  refused  to  seal  it  without  the 
directions  of  the  Court. 

Mr,  Freeling  now  moved  that  the  officer 
might  be  directed  to  seal  the  attachment ; 
and  insisted,  that  though  the  16th  Order 
of  August  1841  in  such  a  case  rendered 
his  answer  unexceptionable,  yet  he  was 
still  bound  to  obey  the  subpoena — Wilson 
V.  Jones  (2).  The  plaintiff  did  not  re- 
quu-e  a  discovery,  but  only  some  kind  of 
answer,  to  substantiate  the  proceedings.  If 
the  defendant  was  not  bound  to  answer,  the 
time  for  answering  could  never  expire ;  and 
consequently  the  plaintiff  would  be  unable 
to  file  a  traversing  note  under  the  21st 
Order  of  August  1841. 

July  6. — ^WiGRAM,  V.  C. — Prior  to  the 
Orders  of  the  26th  of  August  1841,  a  de- 
fendant in  equity,  served  with  a  subpoena 
to  appear  and  answer,  was  bound,  primd 
facie,  to  answer  every  interrogatory  in  the 
bill ;  and  also  to  answer  every  statement 
and  charge  in  the  bill,  whether  specially 
interrogated  thereto  or  not.  The  practice  of 
the  Court,  prior  to  these  orders,  was  subject 
to  this  further  inconvenience :  a  defendant 
who  was  ignorant  of  all  the  facts  alleged  in 
the  bill,  haid  no  direct  means  of  submitting, 
without  answering  the  bill,  to  such  decree 
as  the  plaintiff  might  by  evidence  prove 
himself  entitled  to,  and  the  plaintiff  had  no 
means  of  putting  the  truth  of  the  bill  in 
issue,  without  calling  for  an  answer ;  thus 
putting  both  himself  and  the  defendant  to 
the  expense  and  inconvenience  of  an  answer 
to  the  whole  bill,  without  the  interests  of  either 
party  requiring  that  course  to  be  taken.    To 

(1)  Ord.Can.  169;  lOLaw  J.  Rep.(N.8.)  Chanc. 
412. 

(2)  12  Sim.  361. 
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remedy  this  evil,  the  16th,  17th,  18th,  19th, 
and  2  let  Orders  of  August  1841  were  passed. 
According  to  the  practice  introduced  hy  these 
orders,  a  defendant  cannot,  without  subject- 
ing himself  to  the  consequences  of  imper- 
tinence, unless  specially  interrogated,  an- 
swer any  statement,  charge,  or  interrogatory 
in  the  bill,  only  by  stating  his  ignorance  of 
the  matter  so  stated  or  charged ;  and  after 
the  time  allowed  to  a  defendant  to  plead, 
answer,  or  demur,  not  demurring  alone,  has 
expired,  if  the  defendant  has  filed  no  answer, 
plea,  or  demurrer,  the  plaintiff,  by  filing  a 
traversing  note,  may  bring  the  cause  to  issue 
as  completely  as  if  the  defendant  had  filed 
an  answer ;  and  if  the  case  be  one  in  which 
the  interests  of  the  defendant  do  not  require 
that  he  should  file  an  answer,  the  course 
pointed  out  by  the  21st  Order  is  that  which, 
in  point  of  expense,  is  obviously  best  adapted 
to  the  convenience  of  all  parties. 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff  has  not  called  upon 
the  defendant  to  answer  any  statement  or  in- 
terrogatory in  the  bill.  The  time  allowed  to 
the  defendant  to  plead,  answer,  or  demur, 
not  demurring  alone,  has  expired,  and  the 
defendant  has  filed  no  plea,  answer,  or  de- 
murrer to  the  bill.  The  plaintiff  has  not 
filed  a  traversing  note,  but  has  required  the 
officer  to  seal  an  attachment  against  the 
defendant  for  not  answering;  which  the 
officer  has  declined  to  do  without  the  direc- 
tions of  the  Court.  In  the  absence  of  au- 
thority, I  should  have  had  no  doubt  upon 
the  point.  If  the  plaintiff,  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  getting  his  cause  to  issue,  had 
desired  an  answer,  he  might,  in  the  first 
instance,  have  interrogated  the  defendant, 
*'  whether  he  did  not  claim  some  interest," 
or  other  simple  question;  or  he  might 
have  amended  his  bill  afterwards,  and  sup- 
plied the  deficiency  by  an  interrogatory; 
or  he  might  now,  according  to  my  view, 
file  a  traversing  note,  and  thereby,  at  the 
least  expense,  obtain  every  advantage  which 
a  formal  answer  could  give  him. 

It  was  said  that  a  traversing  note  could 
not  be  filed ;  and  that  in  this  respect  it  was 
like  the  case  of  an  in&nt,  from  whom 
an  answer  was  always  required.  I  do  not 
agree  with  that  proposition.  If  the  defen- 
dant is  not  in  default,  an  attachment  cannot 
issue ;  and,  if  he  is  in  default,  a  traversing 
note  may  be  filed.  The  right  to  the  tra- 
versing note  and  to  the  attachment  is  inci- 


dent to  the  same  default.     By  refusing  the 
attachment  the  plaintiff  can  lose  nothing,  for 
the  attachment  would  extract  nothing  from 
the   defendant,   but  some  formal  answer. 
Upon  the  above  view,  I  should  be  prepoxed 
to  say  that  an  attachment  would  not  issue.  I 
do  not  say  anything  about  the  bill  in  this 
case ;  because  the  question  is  one  of  general 
practice,  and  it  cannot  be  the  duty  of  the 
officer  to  read  the  bill.     I  wiU,  therefore^ 
suppose  a  simple  case,  in  whidi  the  defen- 
dant is  ignorant  of  all  the  matters  charged 
in  the  bill,  and  has  nothing  to  add  to  the  case 
made  by  the  bill ;  and  in  which,  not  behi^ 
called  upon  for  an  answer,  he  has  not  filed  one. 
In  such  a  case  the  answer  must  of  necessity 
be  either  impertinent  or  immateiial.  Ought 
the  Orders  of  August  1841  to  be  so  oon* 
strued  as  to  allow  tiie  plaintiff  in  such  a  case 
to  attach  a  defendant  for  the  mere  pnxpose 
of  obtaining  from  him  a  nominal  answer, 
when,  by  a  traversing  note,  the  same  end 
may  be  accomplished  f  My  opinion  is,  that 
according  to  the  sound  construction  of  the 
above-mentioned  Orders,  the  obligation  upon 
the  defendant  to  answer,  there  being  no 
interrogatories  addressed  to  him,  is  taken 
away ;  that,  in  that  case,  the  defendant  has 
the  option  of  not  answering ;  and  that  if  the 
plaintiff  is  desirous  of  proceeding  acooiding 
to  the  ekL  practice,  he  must  spe^ally  inter- 
rogate the  defendant  according  to  the  mode 
pointed  out  by  the  Orders  of  August  1841 ; 
or  he  must  put  the  cause  at  issue  by  filing 
a  traversing  note.    I  cannot  suggest  to  my- 
self a  single  case  in  which,  by  this  construc- 
tion of  the  Orders,  ^e  plaintiff  can  be  pre- 
vented from  conducting  his  cause  in  the 
way  he  thinks  best,  and  any  other  construc- 
tion would  be  productive  of  inconvenience, 
and  probably  of  injustice,  to  the  defendant. 
It  appears,  however,  that  the  Vice  Chancel- 
lor of  England,  in   WiUon  v.  Jones^  has 
come  to  an  opposite  conclusion.    If  I  should 
follow  that  decision,  my  decision  would  still 
be  in  conflict  with  the  opinion  of  another 
branch  of  this  Court.    For  the  sake  of  uni- 
formity, the  proper  course  would  be  that  the 
application  should  be  made  to   the  Lord 
Chancellor,  at  my  request,  in  order  that  the 
practice  may  be  settied. 

July  24. — On  application  being  made  to 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  his  Lordship  was  of 
opinion,  that  the  Orders  of  August  1841 
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qualified  the  language  of  the  subpotna,  so 
as  to  render  an  answer  necessary  only  where 
the  note  required  it ;  and  that  the  case  was 
one  in  which  a  traversing  note  could  be 
filed;  and  he  affirmed  his  Honour's  con- 
struction of  the  Orders. 


>•  20.  ) 


COUBTNAT  P.  WILLIAMS. 


WlORAM 

June  27 
July  10 

Set-off —  Legatee — Debtor  —  Statute  of 
Limitatiofu  —  Acknowledgment  -—  Declara- 
tions in  Bankruptcg, 

An  executor  is  enUtled  to  set  off  against  a 
legacy  a  debt  due  from  the  legatee  to  the 
testator^  though  such  debt  may  have  been 
barred  by  the  statute  before  the  testator's 
death.  Sed  qussre,  if  the  executor  had  made 
himself  personally  responsible  for  the  legacy. 

Statements  made  by  the  legatee  in  his 
balance  sheet,  or  in  his  examination  under 
his  bankruptcy,  will  not  constitute  an  oc- 
knowledgment  of  the  debt  within  the  statute  ; 
but  such  statements  are  evidence  to  shew  the 
**  character**  of  the  advances  made  to  the 
legatee  by  the  testator;  namely^  whether 
made  as  gifts  or  loans, 

A.  Richardson,  the  testator,  by  his  will, 
dated  in  May  1825,  bequeathed  to  R.  Ha- 
milton, a  legacy  of  2,5002. ,  and  appointed 
the  defendant  Williams  and  another  his  ex- 
ecutors. The  testator  died  in  December 
1831,  and  his  will  was  duly  proved  by  his 
executors.  In  July  1832,  a  fiat  in  bank- 
ruptcy issued  against  R»  Hamilton,  which, 
in  the  December  following,  was  superseded 
with  the  consent  of  the  creditors,  upon  a 
composition  of  lOs.  in  the  pound.  On  that 
occasion  the  legacy  of  2,500/.  was  assigned 
by  R.  Hamilton  as  a  security  for  the  money 
advanced  to  pay  the  composition ;  and  by 
an  assignment  in  October  1836,  the  legacy 
became  absolutely  vested  in  the  plaintiff. 
In  January  1842,  the  biU  was  filed  against 
Williams,  the  surviving  executor  of  A.  Rich- 
ardson, to  recover  the  legacy.  The  executor 
admitted  assets,  but  set  up  as  a  defence  to 
the  claim,  that  R.  Hamilton  was,  at  the 
time  of  the  testator's  death,  indebted  to  his 
estate  in  a  sum  exceeding  the  amount  of  the 
legacy  ;  and  the  executor  claimed  to  set  off 


these  debts  against  the  legacy.  On  a  refer- 
ence to  the  Master,  he  found  that  R.  Ha- 
milton was  on  terms  of  great  intimacy  with 
the  testator;  and  that  the  testator,  for  many 
years  previous  to  his  death,  was  in  the  habit 
of  advancing  him  sums  of  money ;  and  that 
the  amount  of  such  advances  was  evidenced 
by  certain  bills  drawn  by  R.  Hamilton  upon 
the  testator,  and  by  certain  cheques  drawn 
by  the  testator  in  R.  Hamilton's  favour; 
and  particularly  that  the  testator  advanced 
to  him  the  sum  of  1,100/.  for  the  purchase 
of  a  commission  in  the  army ;  and  the 
Master  ultimately  found  that  R.  Hamilton 
was  indebted  to  the  testator's  estate  in  the 
sum  of  2,335/. 

It  appeared  that  R.  Hamilton,  in  a  printed 
letter  addressed  to  Lord  F.  Somerset,  on  the 
occasion  of  his  retiring  from  the  army,  had 
stated  that  he  was  indebted  to  the  testator  in 
the  sum  of  1,100/.,  being  the  money  ad- 
vanced by  the  testator  for  the  purchase  of 
his  commission.  It  appeared  that  in  his 
balance  sheet,  exhibited  under  the  bank- 
ruptcy, and  fdso  on  his  examination,  R* 
Hamilton  had  stated  himself  to  be  a  debtor 
to  the  testator  to  the  amount  of  about  6,000/. , 
specifying  the  sum  of  1,100/.,  as  the  sum  ad- 
vanced for  his  commission.  It  also  appeared 
that  all  the  debts  found  due  by  the  Master, 
exceptas  to  800/.,  were  barred  by  the  Statute 
of  Limitations  previous  to  the  testator's 
death.  R.  Hamilton  had  died  before  the 
institution  of  the  suit. 

Exceptions  were  taken  by  the  plaintiff  to 
the  Master's  report ;  and  the  cause  coming 
on  upon  the  exceptions  and  further  direc- 
tions, the  prindpsl  points  insisted  upon  in 
support  of  the  exceptions  were,  first,  that 
the  advances  were  gUts  and  not  loans ;  that 
the  proof  of  the  drawing  and  payment  of 
a  cheque  was  no  proof  of  a  debt ;  and  so 
also  as  to  the  bills. 

Cary  v.  Oerrish,  4  Esp.  9. 

Avhert  v.  Walsh,  4  Taunt,  293. 

Pearce  v.  Davis,  1  Moo.  &  Rob.  365. 
Secondly,  that  the  declarations  made,  and 
the  examinations  had,  in  the  bankruptcy, 
were  not  acknowledgments  within  the  sta- 
tute, being  compulsory. 

Brigstocke  v.  Smith,  1  Cr.  &  M.  483 ; 
s.c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.b.)  Exch.  187. 

Whippy  V.  Hilary,  3  B.  &  Ad.  339 : 

s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  K.B.  178. 

And  that  no  precise  sum  was  stated  to  be  due. 
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Kennett  v.  Milbanhy  8  Bing.  38 ;  s.  c. 

I  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  C.P.  8. 
Rouiledge  v.  Ramsay,  8  Ad.  &  £1.  221 ; 
8.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Q.B.  156. 
Linsellv,  Bonsor,  2  Bing.  N.C.  241 ;  s.c. 
5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  C.P.  40. 
And  that  the  printed  letter  was  not  a  writing 
within  the  act.     Thirdly,  that  the  executor 
could  not  set  off  a  debt  barred  by  the  statute 
having  only  the  same  right  that  the  testator 
himself  had,  who,  by  his  course  of  conduct 
must  be  taken  to  have  forgiven  the  debt — 
Flower  v.  Marten  (\). 

It  was  contended  on  the  other  side,  that 
the  advances  being  admitted,  the  declara- 
tions in  bankruptcy  were  good  evidence 
to  establish  the  character  of  those  advances 
as  loans ;  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
barring  the  remedy  only,  and  not  the  right, 
the  debt,  though  not  recoverable  by  per- 
sonal action,  was  the  subject  of  set-off  by  the 
executor,  as  so  much  of  the  assets  in  the 
hands  of  the  legatee. 

Mr,  Temple  and  Mr,  Rudall,  for  the  ex- 
ceptions. 

Mr,  Glasse^  in  support  of  the  Master's 
finding. 

July  20.— WiGRAM,  V.C— This  is  a  bill 
by  a  person  claiming  to  be  entitled  by  as- 
signment to  a  legacy  of  2,500/.,  which,  by 
the  wiU  of  A.  Ridiaidson,  was  bequeathed  to 
a  gentleman  of  the  name  of  R.  Hamilton. 
The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  legacy  was 
not  disputed ;  but  it  was  said  that  the  ori- 
ginal legatee,  under  whom  he  claimed  deri- 
vatively, was  a  debtor  to  the  testator's  estate 
io  a  Ifuge  sum  of  money;  and  that  the 
amount  of  the  debt  ought  to  be  set  off  against 
the  claim  to  the  legacy,  so  as  to  satisfy  it  in 
the  whole,  or  in  part,  as  the  case  might  be. 
On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  argued 
that  there  was  no  debt.  It  was  not  denied 
that  advances  had  been  made  by  the  testator 
to  R.  Hamilton,  but  it  was  said  that  those 
advances  were  giftsj  and  not  loans ;  and  in 
consequence  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to 
inquire  and  state  to  the  Court  whether,  at  the 
death  of  the  testator,  the  legatee,  R.  Hamil- 
ton, was  indebted  to  the  testator  in  any, 
and  what  sum  of  money,  and  for  the  better 
making  such  inquiry,  the  parties  were  to 

(1)2  Mjl.  &  Cr.  459}  s.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
Chanc.  167. 


produce  before  the  Master  all  books,  &c., 
and  were  to  be  examined  upon  interrogatories 
as  the  Master  should  direct ;  and  the  Master 
was  to  be  at  liberty  to  state  special  circum- 
stances at  the  request  of  either  party,  and  the 
consideration  of  further  directions  and  oosta 
was  reserved.  The  Master  by  his  report, 
after  stating  the  advances  made  by  the  tes- 
tator to  R.  Hamilton,  found,  thisit  at  the 
death  of  the  testator,  R.  Hamilton  was  in- 
debted to  him  in  various  sums  of  money, 
amounting  together  to  2,835/.  Exceptions 
were  taken  to  that  report,  which  were  in 
substance,  that  the  Master  ought  to  have 
found  that  nothing  was  due  from  R.  Hamil- 
ton to  the  estate  of  the  testator,  or  at  all 
events  not  more  than  300/. 

The  grounds  on  which  the  exceptions  were 
sought  to  be  maintained  were,  first,  that  the 
advances  were  not  proved ;  next,  that  the 
advances  were  gifts  and  not  loans;   and, 
thirdly,  supposing  them  to  be  loans,  that  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  was  a  bar,  except  as 
to  300/.  advanced  within  six  years  of  the 
testator's  death ;  and  it  was  further  insisted 
by  the  plaintiff,  that  there  was  no  acknow- 
ledgment by  R.  Hamilton  to  take  any  of 
the  debts  out  of  the  statute.     The  conclusion 
to  which  I  had  come  in  reading  the  evidence 
in  the  case  was,  that  the  Master,  though 
right  in  the  main  in  his  report,  had,  to  some 
extent,  come  to  a  conclusion  with  which  I 
could  not  agree.     If  I  had  acted  upon  these 
exceptions  only,  I  must  have  referred  it 
back  to  the  Master,  and  upon  the  case  coming 
back  I  should  have  had  to  deal  with  the 
question  on  further  directions ;  and  the  ques- 
tion on  fiirther  directions  would  have  been  « 
simply  this — ^whether  an  executor  can  insist 
on  detaining  a  legacy  by  way  of  retainer,  or 
set-off,  or  satisfaction,  or  whatever  it  maybe 
called,  of  a  debt  due  from  the  legatee  to  the 
testator,  which  at  the  time  of  the  testator's 
death  was  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions.    To  avoid,  therefore,  the  delay  and 
the  useless  interposition  of  the  report,  I 
thought  it  best  to  surest  to  the  parties  that 
the  case  should  be  set  down  for  further  di- 
rections, as  well  as  upon  the  exceptions ;  so 
that  I  might  at  once  give  an  opinion  upon 
the  whole  case,  and  then  any  party  dis- 
satisfied might  carry  the  whole  question  by 
way  of  appeal  to  another  tribunal. 

That  course  being  acceded  to,  the  first  ques- 
tion now  is,  whether  the  advances  made  by 
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the  testator  were  gifts  or  loans.  The  Master 
began  first  by  examining  the  original  trans- 
action, and  he  had  before  him  as  evidence  that 
they  were  all  loans,  certain  books,  receipts, 
and  vouchers,  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  other 
documents.  It  was  contended,  that  a  great 
deal  of  the  evidence  upon  which  the  Master 
must  have  acted  was  founded  entirely  on 
cheques,  and  it  was  said,  that  a  cheque  was 
no  evidence  of  a  debt.  Unquestionably, 
cheques  are  given  quite  as  often  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  as  they  are  for  the  payment  of 
loans ;  and  it  would  be  most  extraordinary 
if  it  had  ever  been  held  that  a  cheque  was 
primd  facie  evidence  of  a  debt.  The  ad- 
vances were  adnjitted  in  the  states  of  facts, 
and  therefore,  on  those  pleadings,  the  Master 
had  only  to  determine  the  amount  of  the 
advances  and  their  character ;  and,  admit- 
ting  for  the  purposes  of  the  aigument  that 
the  cheques  would  not  be  evidence  of  a  debt, 
still  if  you  once  admit  that  the  advances 
were  made,  the  cheques  might  be  evidence 
of  the  amount  of  the  advances ;  and  that  I 
take  to  be  the  only  purpose  for  which  the 
Master  has  used  them.  Assuming  that  the 
Master  had  correctly  ascertained  the  advances 
to  acertain  amount,  he  would  then  have  to  con- 
sider whether  they  were  gifts  or  loans.  Now, 
it  appears,  that  Mr.  Hamilton  had  become 
bankrupt,  and  that  before  the  assignment  of 
his  legacy,  he  had  carried  in  his  balance  sheet 
under  the  bankruptcy,  and  that  h&  was  also 
examined  under  the  bankruptcy.  In  his 
balance  sheet  he  stated  himself  to  be  a  debtor 
to  the  testator  to  the  amount  of  6,000/.,  not 
giving  tlie  precise  amount.  On  his  examina- 
tion he  stated  positively  that  he  was  a  debtor 
to  him  in  the  same  way,  one  sum  of  1,100/. 
being  specified  in  his  examination  as  the  sum 
advanced  for  his  commission.  Now,  it  was 
argued  for  the  plaintiff,  and  I  am  very  much 
inclined  to  agree  with  that  argument,  that 
admissions  made  in  bankruptcy  are  not  such 
an  acknowledgment  of  debt  as  will  take  a 
case  out  of  the  statute;  because,  for  the 
reasons  I  am  about  to  mention,  an  acknow- 
ledgment, to  have  that  effect,  must  be  one 
whereby  the  party  charges  himself.  But  on 
the  question  whether  a  debt  was  owing, 
whether  he  owed  money  or  not,  I  cannot 
conceive  upon  what  principle  I  should  not 
hold,  that  the  admissions  of  a  party  made 
in  his  balance  sheet,  and  the  oath  (which 
carries  it  not  one  step  further  in  my  opinion) 


are  evidence  that  the  advances  made  to  him 
were  loans  and  not  gifts ;  and,  if  so,  there 
was  an  admission  of  debt  to  an  amount  far 
exceeding  anything  the  Master  has  found ; 
and  the  only  question  the  Master  had  then 
to  consider  was  the  amount  of  the  debt.  The 
case,  however,  did  not  rest  on  that  evidence 
alone. 

There  was  a  printed  book  put  in  evidence, 
and  a  letter  written  by  R.  Hamilton,  in 
which  he  refers  to  a  printed  book  as  con- 
taining a  statement  of  his  affidrs.  There 
was  the  evidence  of  Sir  J.  Hamilton,  proving, 
as  I  understand  it,  that  the  particular  book 
in  evidence  was  a  book  given  to  him  by 
R.  Hamilton  as  coming  from  himself;  and 
there  is  the  further  evidence  of  another 
witness,  proving  the  part  R.  Hamilton  took 
in  the  printing  and  publishing  of  the  book. 
The  book,  on  being  referred  to,  does  not  go 
the  length  of  the  examination  ;  but  it  goes 
to  the  full  length  of  a  loan  of  1,100/.,  for 
be  there  expressly  states,  that  1,100/.  had 
been  advanced  to  him  by  the  testator  for 
the  purpose  of  his  commission,  and  was  a 
debt  that  he  was  bound  to  pay  to  the  tes- 
tator. I  have  not  the  least  doubt  that  the 
Master  was  right,  on  that  evidence  (if  not 
successfully  controverted),  in  holding,  that 
the  advances,  whatever  the  amount  was, 
were  loans,  and  not  gifts.  Opposed  to  this 
was  the  evidence  of  Sir  J.  Hamilton,  whose 
evidence  is  quite  positive,  that  the  testator 
stated  to  him  that  the  1,100/.  was  a  gift. 
With  respect  to  all  the  rest,  Sir  J.  Hamilton 
says  that  he  believes  they  were  gifts,  from 
general  conversations  with  the  testator. 
Now,  on  that  evidence  alone,  it  is  quite 
impossible  to  act  on  anything,  except  the 
1,100/. ;  and,  with  respect  to  that  sum, 
when  that  evidence  is  opposed  to  the  posi- 
tive statement  of  the  party  and  the  oath  of 
the  party,  and  with  the  possibility  that  Sir 
J.  Hamilton  may  have  been  mistaken,  it 
appears  to  me,  that  there  is  no  balance  of 
testimony  as  to  the  conclusion  to  which  I 
ought  now  to  come.  The  only  other  evi- 
dence is  that  of  a  servant  of  the  testator,  on 
which  I  shall  only  observe,  that  it  is  of  that 
nature  as  to  be  very  far  from  disposing  me 
to  believe  it,  in  opposition  to  the  statement 
of  the  party  himself.  If  the  testator  really 
had  a  meaning  different  from  that  which  he 
communicated  to  R.  Hamilton,  I  cannot 
doubt  the  testator  would  have  taken  some 
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other  means  of  making  it  known  than  that 
of  gossiping  with  a  servant.  The  distinction 
between  a  loan  and  a  gift  is  simply,  whether 
he  did  or  did  not  retain  to  himself  a  right 
to  demand  payment  of  the  money;  and, 
therefore,  whether  he  advanced  the  money 
by  way  of  gift,  or  whether  he  lent  it  to  a 
man  who  he  thought  could  never  repay  him, 
if  he  reserved  to  himself  the  right  of  reco- 
vering it,  it  was  a  loan,  and  not  a  gift.  I 
think,  therefore,  the  Master  was  right  in 
finding  that  these  were  loans,  and  not  gifts. 

Having  come  to  that  conclusion,  the  next 
point  is  the  amount.  The  300Z.  was  not 
barred  by  the  statute  at  the  testator's  death. 
The  1,100/.  I  think  is  also  sufficiently 
proved,  so  as  to  be  taken  out  of  the  Statute 
of  Limitations,  by  the  letter  written  by 
R.  Hamilton  ta  Lord  Fitzroy  Somerset. 
I  shall  presently  observe  on  what,  under 
the  new  statute,  I  understand  to  be  the  law 
with  respect  to  the  acknowledgment  taking 
the  case  out  of  the  statute.  Now,  the  ba- 
lance is  only  proved  in  two  ways :  by  the 
balance-sheet  carried  in,  and  by  the  exami- 
nation under  the  bankruptcy.  The  whole 
depends  upon  the  examination  under  the 
bankruptcy.  Now,  two  objections  were 
taken  to  tJiis :  one  was,  the  amount  of  the 
balance  was  not  specified  in  the  balance- 
sheet  or  in  the  examination ;  and  it  was 
said,  that  under  the  recent  statute  it  was 
necessary  that  the  amount  should  be  stated, 
and  the  case  of  KenneH  v.  Milhank  was 
cited  in  support  of  that  proposition.  That 
proposition  startled  me  at  the  moment, 
having  always  understood,  tiiat  under  Lord 
Tenterden's  Act,  the  same  acknowledgment 
that  would  suffice  before  the  act  would  suf- 
fice after  it,  with  this  qualification,  that 
since  tiie  act,  the  acknowledgment  must  be 
in  writing,  whereas,  before  the  act,  a  verbal 
acknowledgment  would  be  sufficient.  On  a 
careful  examination  of  Kennett  v.  Milhank^ 
I  very  much  doubt  whether  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  meant  to  assert  any  such  tiling  as 
one  part  of  the  judgment  would  seem  to 
imply.  Certainly,  the  other  Judges  ad- 
vanced no  such  proposition.  But,  at  any 
rate,  the  case  of  Haydon  v.  Williams  (2) 
contains  a  judgment  by  the  same  learned 
Judge  directiy  the  other  way.  The  defer- 
ence due  to  any  dictum  of  the  Chief  Jus- 
tice of  the  Common  Pleas  naturally  made 

(2)  7  Bing.  163  ;  ■•  c  9  Law  J.  Rep.  C.P.  16. 


persons  anxious  on  that  point ;  and  conse- 
quently, the  moment  an  opportunity  oc- 
curred, the  point  was  brought  again  under 
the  review  of  the  Court ;  and  in  Lechmere 
V.  Fletcher  (3),  and  in  Waller  v.  Lacy  (4), 
it  was  expressly  decided  that  it  was  not 
necessary  that  the  amount  should  appear ; 
that  the  same  acknowledgment  which  would 
have  been  sufficient  before  Lord  Tenterden's 
Act  would  be  sufficient  now,  if  in  writing. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  a  person  be- 
fore the  statute  had  written  to  a  stranger,  and 
said,  **  I  owe  A.  B.  a  sum  of  money  upon  a 
balance  of  account,"  that  acknowledgment 
made  to  another  person  might  be  taken  ad- 
vantage of,  and  an  action  might  have  been 
sustained  upon  it,  and  the  balance  proved ; 
and  such  I  apprehend  to  be  the  law  of  the 
Court  now. 

But  another  question  remains,  namely, 
whether  this  is  an  acknowledgment  to  take 
the  case  out  of  the  statute ;  and  the  rule 
as  to  tiiat,  on  the  authority  of  the  cases 
cited  at  law,  which  I  take  to  be  conclusive, 
is,  that  the  acknowledgment  must  be  one 
whereby  the  party  charges  himself.  If  he 
acknowledges  a  debt,  and  says  nothing 
more,  the  Court  implies  a  promise  to  pay 
the  debt ;  but,  if  his  promise  is  to  pay  out 
of  a  particular  fund,  or.  he  tells  the  party 
where  he  can  get  paid,  that  is  not  an  ac- 
knowledgment whereby  he  chaiges  himself; 
and  therefore  it  will  not  take  the  case  out  of 
the  statute,  except  as  regards  the  particular 
fund  referred  to.  TJiat  being  the  aUte  of 
the  case,  it  would  be  most  extraordinary  if 
a  compulsory  acknowledgment,  drawn  firom 
a  party  in  bankruptcy,  where  the  object  of 
the  proceeding  is  not  to  chaige  the  party, 
but  to  discharge  him,  and  distribute  las 
assets,  could  be  an  aduiowledgment  taking 
the  case  out  of  the  statute.  Upon  that  point 
I  feel  bound  to  differ  firom  the  Master,  as- 
suming that  that  was  the  only  evidence  the 
Master  went  upon. 

The  exceptions  being  right  in  part  and 
wrong  in  part,  I  give  no  costs  upon  the 
exceptions;  and  the  consequence  will  be, 
that  the  exceptions  become  now  perfectiy 
immaterial,  except  as  they  lead  to  the  de- 
cision of  the  question  upon  further  direc- 

(8)  1  Cr.  &  M.  62S ;  s.  e.  2  Law  J.  B«p.  (w^.) 
Excb.  219. 

(4)  1  Man.  &  Gr.  64;  «.«.  9  Law  J.  Ben.  (n.i.) 
C.P.  217. 
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tions.  I  take  the  case  to  be  one  in  which, 
founding  myself  on  the  special  circumstances 
appearing  on  the  Master's  report,  I  am  to 
decide  whether,  as  to  so  much  of  the  debt 
as  was  barred  by  the  statute,  the  executors 
have  or  have  not  a  right  to  say  that  the 
claims  of  the  plaintiiT  in  respect  of  the  legacy 
should  be  amalgamated  with  that,  so  as  only 
to  give  him  what  was  due  on  the  balance  of 
the  account. 

Now,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  which 
governs  the  present  case,  is  the  21  Jac.  1. 
c.  1 6,  which  takes  away  the  right  of  action 
against  the  person  of  the  debtor,  unless 
the  action  be  brought  within  six  years 
after  the  cause  of  action  arose.  It  takes 
away  the  remedy,  but  leaves  the  right  un- 
touched, so  far  as  the  words  of  the  act  are 
concerned ;  differing  in  this  respect  from  a 
more  recent  Statute  of  Limitations,  by  which 
the  right  as  well  as  the  remedy  is  barred.  In 
accordance  with  this  construction  of  the  act, 
it  has  been  decided,  that  if  a  creditor,  by 
means  of  a  lien  or  other  lawful  means, 
can  pay  himself,  without  resorting  to  an 
action  against  the  person  of  the  debtor,  he 
may  lawfully  do  so.  The  case  of  Spears  v. 
Hartly  (5)  is  a  strong  authority  on  the 
question  of  lien ;  and  the  case  of  Higgins  v. 
Scott  (6)  is  an  authority  upon  the  same 
subject.  If  a  debtor  pays  money  to  a 
creditor  without  directing  the  appropria- 
tion, which  the  debtor  paying  money  al- 
ways may  do,  the  creditor  having  acquired 
a  right  to  apply  it,  may  apply  it  in  pay- 
ment of  a  debt  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limi- 
tations. The  case  of  Mills  v.  Fowkes  (7), 
is  an  authority  upon  that  point.  I  refer 
abo  to  Coppin  v.  Coppin  (8),  and  William'-' 
son  V.  Nay  lor  (9),  upon  the  same  subject. 
I  shall  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  the  ar- 
gument in  this  case,  that  the  right  which 
the  law  gives  to  the  creditor  having  a  lien 
on  the  goods  or  other  property  of  the  debtor, 
does  not  enable  a  debtor  effectually  to  plead, 
by  way  of  set-off,  a  debt  barred  by  the  Sta- 
tute of  Limitations,— that  is,  I  shall  assume 
that  the  plaintiff  might  reply  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  in  answer  to  such  a  plea,  as 

(5)  8  Eflp.  81. 

(6)  2B.&Ad.418;  •.c.9UwJ.Rep.K.B.262. 

(7)  6  Bing.  N.  C.  455 ;  s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep  (m^.) 
C.P.  276. 

(8)  2  P.  Wms.  291. 
<9)  8  Yoo.  U  Col.  208. 
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in  Chappie  v.  Dursion  (10),  and  Field  v. 
Bezant  (11).  The  question  then  is,  whether 
the  present  case  is  to  be  governed  by  the 
principle  of  the  former  or  of  the  latter  cases. 
If  the  executor  had  made  himself  personally 
liable  to  the  payment  of  the  legacy,  or  if  the 
object  of  the  suit  had  been  to  charge  the 
executor  personally,  the  principle  of  the 
latter  cases  might  possibly  govern  this.  But 
this  is  a  suit  to  recover  a  legacy  out  of 
assets ;  that  is,  to  claim  a  portion  of  the 
assets  in  the  hands  of  the  executor,  and  the 
claim  is  not  made  in  any  other  way. 

Now,  to  say  that  the  right  remains,  and 
that  the  remedy  only  is  barred,  is  the  same 
thing,  in  a  case  like  this,  as  saying,  that  the 
legatee  has  in  his  hands,  assets  of  the  testa- 
tor to  the  amount  of  his  debt ;  and  several 
ways  of  putting  the  case,  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants,  might  be  suggested  in  support  of 
their  argument.  The  executors  may  say  to 
the  legatee, "  You  have  assets  in  your  hands ; 
I  admit  your  right  to  the  legacy  ;  pay  your 
legacy  pro  tanio  out  of  the  assets  in  your 
hands,"  as  in  Jeffs  v.  Wood,  and  Campbell 
V.  Graham  (12).  Secondly,  the  executor 
might  say,  "  You  ask  a  portion  of  the  assets 
of  the  testator ;  you  are  yourself  a  debtor 
to  the  testator's  estate,  and  his  assets  are 
unadministered  pro  tanto  by  your  default;  it 
is  against  conscience  that  you  should  take 
anything  out  of  the  estate  until  you  have 
made  good  what  you  owe  him ;"  and  the 
equity  of  a  trustee  to  impound  the  interest 
of  a  cestui  que  trust  in  the  trust  fund,  under 
such  circumstances  is  clear — Priddy  v. 
Rose{\Z\  Smith  v.  Smith {\4),  Ex  parte 
Turptit  (15).  In  such  a  case  it  is,  that  the 
rule,  that  he  who  would  have  equity  must 
do  equity,  would  apply  by  way  of  rebutter 
to  the  plaintiff's  demand.  A  third  way  of 
putting  the  case  may,  perhaps,  be  suggested. 
If  the  testator  had  been  living,  and  the  sta- 
tute had  been  pleaded  to  an  action  by  him- 
self, he  might  have  paid  himself,  to  the 
amount  of  the  legacy,  by  cancelling  the 
legacy  in  his  will.     Now,  Uie  will  was  made 

(10)  1  Cr.  &  Jer.  1. 

(11 )  5  B.  &  Ad.  357  ;  s.  e.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.) 
K.B.  193. 

(12)  1  Rasa.  &  M.  453 ;  s.c.  9Uw  J.Rep.  Cb.  234. 

(13)  3Mer.86. 

(14)  8  You.&Col.328;8.c.8LawJ.Rep.(N.s.) 
Ezch.  Eq.  46. 

(15)  Mont.  443;  s.c.  1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Dankr. 
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on  the  supposition  that  the  deht  existed, 
and,  if  so,  in  contemplation  of  law,  on  the 
supposition  that  the  deht  would  he  paid.  If 
the  circumstances  under  which,  and  with 
reference  to  which  the  will  was  made,  be- 
came altered  hy  the  act  of  the  legatee,  it  is 
possible  that  a  court  of  justice,  in  this  case 
as  well  as  in  many  others,  might  hold  that  the 
altered  circumstances  might  operate  as  a  revo* 
cation,  as  in  the  case  of  a  demise  or  bequest 
made  to  a  person,  and  the  marriage  and  birth 
of  a  child  of  the  testator  after  the  date  of  the 
will.  The  mere  alteration  in  circumstances 
alone  has  the  effect  of  a  revocation.  I  do 
not,  however,  at  all  rely  upon  this  last  point. 
I  think  the  first  and  second  points  are  deci- 
sive in  this  case.  There  must  be  a  declara- 
tion, that  the  amount  of  the  debt  is  to  be 
set  off  against  the  legacy,  and  the  balance  of 
the  legacy  is  to  carry  interest.  No  costs  on 
either  side. 


M.R.         f       HARVEY  r.  SHELTON. 
July  3,  4.  \       SHELTON  t^.  HARVEY. 

ArhHraiion — Irregularity —  Private  In- 
terview — Communication  by  Letter  with  Ar- 
bitrator—  Mercantile  Reference — Validity 
of  Award. 

A  submission  to  arbitration  was  entered 
into  by  A.  and  B,  of  all  matters  in  difference 
between  them.  The  arbitrator  gave  due 
notice  to  the  parties  of  his  intention  to  hold  a 
meeting  on  the  26th  of  September ^  which  was 
bolden^  and  attended  by  one  of  the  parties^ 
and  the  solicitor  of  the  other  party.  The 
parties  met  on  the  following  day  before  the 
arbitrator,  who,  after  hearing  both  parties, 
and  with  their  consent,  took  with  him  all  the 
hooks,  S^c.  for  the  examination  of  an  account 
tant.  Shortly  afterwards,  and  before  making 
his  award,  the  arbitrator  was  apprised  by  the 
accountant  of  a  supposed  error  in  the  ac- 
counts,  as  to  a  sum  of  money,  upon  which  the 
arbitrator  summoned  A,  who  was  more  conver- 
sant  with  the  accounts  than  B,  to  appear  be- 
fore  him  and  the  accountant,  when  the  sup- 
posed error  was  explained  and  set  right  to 
the  arbitrator's  satisfaction.  About  a  month 
ftfterwards,  the  accountant  again  discovered 
in  the  accounts  what  he  supposed  an  error, 
as  to  a  sum  of  money,  which  was  explained 
by  A.  in  like  manner  as  before,  to  the  satis-" 
faction  of  the  arbitrator ;  but  in  both  in- 


stances no  notice  was  given  to  the  o&er 
party,  B,  of  A.'s  intended  attendance  on  the 
arbitrator.  The  arbitrator  shortly  after^ 
wards  made  his  award:  —  the  award  was 
ordered  to  be  set  aside. 

The  same  course  of  proceeding  ought  to 
take  place  in  mercantile  as  in  Uker  refer" 
ences  to  arbitration. 

Private  communications  ought  on  no  ac- 
count to  be  made  to  an  arbitrator  by  a  party 
previously  to  the  making  of  his  award. 

This  was  an  application,  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  Harvey,  to  set  aside  an  award, 
dated  the  26th  of  February  1844;  and  by 
the  notice  of  motion  it  was  objected,  that  the 
arbitrator  committed  divers  irregularities  in 
the  conduct  of  the  proceedings  under  the 
reference  made  to  him,  and  in  making  the 
award ;  and,  in  particular,  that  the  arbitrator 
held  diivers  meetings,  of  which  no  proper 
notice  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  Harvey,  or 
his  solicitor;  and  at  which  meetings  John 
Shelton,  one  of  the  defendants,  by  himself 
or  his  agents,  attended ;  that  the  arbitrator 
made  his  award  upon  the  statements  and 
evidence  of  the  other  parties,  defendants  to 
the  reference,  and  particularly  of  the  defen- 
dant Shelton,  and  without  hearing  the  state- 
ment or  evidence  of  Harvey,  and  without 
giving  him  any  proper  opportunity  of  making 
his  statement,  or  producing  his  evidence 
before  the  arbitrator;  also,  that  there  were 
divers  objections  on  the  £Eice  of  the  award. 
The  notice  of  motion  sought  that  the  order, 
whereby  the  award  had  been  made  a  rule  of 
the  court,  might  be  discharged.  A  decree 
was  made  in  the  two  causes,  by  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  on  the  18th  of  February  1837; 
and,  after  much  litigation  between  the  par- 
ties, on  a  reference  to  the  Master,  it  was 
agreed  to  refer  all  matters  in  dispute  between 
the  parties  to  T.  W.  for  his  final  award ;  and 
accordingly,  on  the  21st  of  August  1843, 
Harvey  received  a  notice  from  the  arbitrates, 
appointing  the  26th  of  September  1843  for 
proceeding  on  the  reference  made  to  him, 
and  intimating,  that  in  case  of  the  absence  of 
any  or  either  of  the  parties  he  should  proceed 
and  make  his  award ;  on  the  26th  of  Septem- 
ber 1843,  a  meeting  was  accordingly  held, 
when  Harvey  was  present,  but  his  solicitor 
fiiiled  to  attend  on  his  behalf,  although  he 
promised  to  do  so,  and  Shelton*s  solicitor  was 
heard  in  support  of  his  case.  Another  meetjog 
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took  place  tlie  following  day  before  the  arbi<* 
trator,  when  Hanrey's  solicitor  again  failed 
to  attend,  and  by  letter  explained  the  cause 
of  his  absence;  whereupon  the  arbitrator 
proceeded,  by  fiirther  hearing  Shelton's  soli- 
citor on  his  behalf,  and  afterwards  Uanrey 
himself  was  heard ;  and,  on  the  conclusion 
qf  the  meeting,  the  arbitrator  took  away 
with  him,  for  his  perusal,  Harvey's  papers 
and  the  oo-partnerahip  books,  which  it  was 
agreed,  by  all  parties,  should  be  considered 
correct,  Harvey  at  the  time  fully  believing, 
as  he  alleged,  that  he  should  have  the  oppor- 
tunity, at  a  subsequent  meeting,  of  repre- 
senting his  case  through  his  professional 
adviser,  and  of  producing  evidence  in  sup- 
port thereof.  The  other  side  denied  such 
all^ation;  and  stated,  that  at  the  last  meet- 
ing, on  the  27th  of  September,  the  arbitrator 
stated,  in  the  hearing  of  Harvey,  that  he, 
the  arbitrator,  should  have  the  whole  of  the 
books,  &c.  checked  and  examined  by  Noiris, 
and  then  make  his  award,  but  that  each 
party  should  be  at  liberty  to  examine  such 
books  and  accounts  in  Uie  hands  and  pre- 
sence of  Norris.  No  meeting,  subsequently 
to  the  27th  of  September,  ivas  ever  held  by 
the  arbitrator,  of  which  Harvey  had  any 
notice,  although  it  was  essential  to  Harvey's 
case,  as  alleged  by  him,  that  he  should  have 
a  further  meeting  to  state  and  prove  his  case 
through  his  solicitor,  the  same  being  of  great 
length  and  complicated  in  its  detaSs.  The 
arbitrator  remained  in  possession  of  the 
whole  of  Harvey's  papers,  from  the  27th  of 
September  1843  until  after  he  had  made 
his  award.  Thomas  Norris,  who  was  em- 
ployed by  the  arbitrator,  wiUi  the  approval 
of  the  parties  interested,  to  examine  the 
books  and  accounts  in  the  matters  of  the 
reference,  stated,  that  pending  his  examina** 
tion  thereof,  the  arbitrator  and  Shelton  came 
twice  to  and  were  together  at  his  office,  exam- 
ining such  books  and  accounts;  upon  the 
first  occasion,  which  was  the  6th  of  December 
1843,  for  a  period  of  not  more  than  one 
hoar,  and  upon  the  last  occasion,  being  the 
27th  of  January  1844,  between  two  and 
three  hours ;  Harvey  was  not  present  upon 
either  of  those  occasions,  nor  did  Norris  ever 
see,  nor,  to  his  belief,  ever  were  Harvey  and 
the  arbitrator  together  at  Norris's  ofiice  or 
elsewhere,  for  the  purpose  of  examining  the 
books  and  accounts ;  Imt  Norris,  at  Harvey's 
loqaeeti  applied  to  the  arbitrator  to  fix  some 


time  when  he  would  see  Harvey,  whereupon 
the  arbitrator  finally  fixed  the  Idth  of  Fe- 
bruary 1844,  on  which  day  Harvey  saw  the 
arbitrator,  who  heard  aU  the  statements 
Harvey  had  to  make,  in  the  absence  of 
Shelton,  and  stated  to  Harvey  that  all  was 
right,  and  he  should  shortly  make  his  awardi 
Harvey  knowing,  at  the  time,  that  such 
meeting  was  not  a  meeting  on  the  reference, 
and  that  Shelton  had  no  notice  thereofi 
Harvey  never  expressed  to  Norris  any  wish 
to  have  any  fuAher  meeting  imder  such 
reference,  or  stated  that  he  expected  any 
further  meeting  would  be  held.  Harvey, 
on  the  19th  of  January  1844,  wrote  and 
sent  a  long  letter  to  the  arbitrator  relative 
to  the  mattera  in  dispute,  to  which  no  answer 
was  given.  Harvey,  for  a  period  of  five 
yean  preceding  the  date  of  the  reference, 
had  attended  the  greater  part  of  the  warrants 
on  heavy  accounts  before  the  Master,  under 
the  decree  of  the  Court,  and  appeared  well 
able  to  conduct  and  carry  out  any  matter 
relative  to  accounts,  where  accounts  had  to 
be  taken,  which  was  the  case  here.  On 
the  occasion  of  Shelton  being  sent  for  by  the 
arbitrator,  on  the  6th  of  December  1843,  to 
meet  him  at  the  ofi3ce  of  Norris,  he  was 
called  on  to  explain  an  entry  of  350/.  in  the 
partnerahip  ledger,  when  Shelton  pointed 
out  to  the  arbitrator,  that  it  had  been  acci- 
dentally overlooked  by  Norris,  with  which 
the  arbitrator  was  satisfied.  On  the  27th 
of  January  1844,  when  Shelton  was  again 
sent  for,  to  explain  what  was  supposed  to 
be  an  omission  of  37/.  10«.  in  the  accounts, 
and  one  or  two  other  supposed  small  omis« 
sions,  he  satisfactorily  explained  the  same 
to  the  arbitrator,  and  Norris  expressed  his 
surprise  that  he  had  overlooked  the  same ; 
but  nothing  further  transpired  at  either  of 
such  meetings. 

The  arbitrator,  by  his  affidavit  (amongst 
other  things),  stated,  that  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  meeting,  on  the  27th  of  September 
1843,  Harvey  stated,  that  he  had  no  further 
observations  to  make  or  evidence  to  ofier ; 
and  he  did  not  then,  or  at  any  time  after- 
wards, consider  that  any  further  meeting 
was  necessary.  During  the  time  that  elapsed 
between  the  27th  of  September  1843  and 
the  12th  of  January  1844,  when  Norris 
concluded  his  examination  and  checking  of 
the  books,  Harvey  was  frequently  at  the 
office  of  Norris,  not  only  examining  such 
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booksybut  also  examining  and  checking  the 
accounts,  and  the  abstracts  and  extracts 
made  by  Noms  therefrom,  all  of  which 
Harvey  approved. 

The  arbitrator  by  his  award,  dated  the 
26th  of  February  1844  (amongst  other 
things),  ordered  that  all  disputes  between 
the  parties  should  thenceforth  cease,  and 
all  actions  and  suits  between  the  parties  be 
discontinued,  and  that,  at  the  dissolution  of 
the  partnership,  on  the  26th  of  September 
1832,  after  all  debts  due  and  owing  by  the 
partnership  had  been  paid  by  John  Shelton 
out  of  the  assets  of  the  firm,  as  far  as  they 
extended,  and  the  balance  thereof,  out  of 
his  own  private  estate,  the  sum  of  1,203/. 
was  due  and  owing  from  George  Harvey  to 
John  Shelton ;  and  he  further  awarded,  that 
upon  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  all 
the  debts,  stock  in  trade,  boats,  carts,  en- 
gines, utensils,  fixtures,  and  effects  of  the 
trade  or  partnership,  were  the  property  of 
John  Shelton,  subject  to  any  claim  (if  any) 
there  might  be  thereon  between  the  defen- 
dants Oldknow  and  Clarke,  as  executors  of 
the  testator,  and  John  Shelton,  and  that 
George  Harvey  had  not  any  right  or  title 
thereto,  or  to  any  of  them,  or  to  any  part 
thereof.  The  arbitrator  further  awarded, 
that  the  amount  of  the  share  of  the  subse- 
quent profits  to  which  George  Harvey 
was  entitled  should  be  a  set-off  against  the 
sum  of  1,203/.  due  from  G^rge  Harvey  to 
John  Shelton ;  and  that  the  provisions  con- 
tained in  the  agreement  of  the  26th  of  Sep- 
tember 1832,  and  aU  partnership  and  other 
dealings  and  transactions  between  George 
Harvey  and  John  Shelton  terminated  finally 
on  the  26th  of  September  1839. 

Mr,  Danielle  in  support  of  the  application 
of  the  defendffiit  Harvey,  to  set  aside  the 
award,  contended  that  the  holding  of  the 
two  meetings,  on  the  6th  of  December  1843 
and  27th  of  January  1844,  between  the 
arbitrator  and  Shelton,  in  the  absence  of 
Harvey,  fully  justified  the  motion  ;  that, 
besides  that  irregularity  on  the  part  of  the 
arbitrator,  the  award  was  bad,  inasmuch  as 
it  was  not  final  on  the  face  of  it ;  that  no 
explanation  had  been  or  could  be  given  for 
the  books  and  accounts  being  kept  open  in 
the  hands  of  Norris,  the  accountant,  for  the 
inspection  of  the  parties,  if  it  was  intended 
that  the  meeting  of  the  27th  of  September 
1843  should  be  1^  final  one.    It  was  abo 


contended,  that  that  part  of  the  award 
which  gave  the  atock  in  trade,  &c.  to 
Shelton,  subject  to  any  daim  there  might 
be  (if  any)  thereon  between  Oldknow  and 
Clarke,  as  executors  of  the  testator,  and 
Shelton,  was  not  final ;  neither  was  that 
part  of  the  award  final  or  certain  which 
spoke  of  the  set-off  between  the  parties,  thp 
arbitrator  having  nowhere  found  what  was 
due  from  Shelton  to  Harvey.  It  was  in- 
sisted, lastly,  that  the  awiurd  to  be  final 
ought  to  be  mutual. 

The  following  cases  were  cited  in  support 
of  the  motion  :^ 

Walker  v.  Frobiiker,  6  Yes.  70. 

Ex  parte  Hick,  8  Taunt.  694. 

Pepper  v.  Gorham^  4  fi.  Mo.  148. 

Doddington  v.  Hudson^  1  Bing.  884. 
Mr.  O,  Turner  and  Mr.  Glasse,  contra, 
for  Shelton,  said  that  the  objections  to  the 
award  in  reality  were  three  in  number — 
first,  that  Harvey  expected  another  meeting 
would  have  been  held  ;  secondly,  that  the 
arbitrator  had  interviews  with  Sh^ton,  after 
the  27th  of  September  1843,  in  the  absence 
of  Harvey,  and  without  notice  having  been 
given  thereof  to  Harvey  ;  and,  thirdly »  that 
the  award  was  bad  on  the  face  of  it :  and 
contended,  that  the  meeting  on  the  27th  of 
September  was  a  final  one,  the  books  then 
given  up  to  the  arbitrator  bdng  books  for- 
merly used  in  the  trade,  and  not  then  in 
use;  and  when  applied  to  by  Harvey,  in 
February  1844,  the  arbitrator  stated  that 
he  should  shortly  make  his  award,  to  which 
BO  objection  was  raised  by  Harvey ;  that 
the  communications  which  took  place  be- 
tween the  arbitrator  and  Shelton,  on  the 
6th  of  December  1843  and  27th  of  Jan- 
uary 1844,  were  not  of  such  a  nature  as 
ought  to  vitiate  the  award,  for  if  the  arbi- 
trator had  himself  examined  the  books,  he 
would  have  arrived  at  the  same  conclusion 
as  he  came  to  after  they  had  been  examined 
by  Shelton  with  Norris ;  that  the  applica- 
tion was  made  to  the  equitable  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  by  Harvey,  who  was  himself 
in  default ;  that  a  party  having  adopted,  as 
Harvey  had  done  in  the  present  case,  the 
conduct  of  the  arbitrator,  oould  not  be 
heard  to  complain  thereof;  that  there  was 
no  objection  to  the  award  in  respect  of  the 
direction  that  the  greater  sum  ahould  be  a 
set-off  against  the  less,  the  arbitrator  b^ng 
the  sole,  judge  of  law  and  equity  and  tlieie 
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bmg  a  general  directioii  in  the  award  that 
all  questions  between  the  parties  should 
cease  ;  and  that,  in  mercantile  references,  it 
was  not  an  unusual  thing  to  examine  parties 
separately. 

WUliams  v.  MwMwngty  Ry.   &  Moo. 

N.P.C.  18. 
WaUon  an  Arbitration^  p.  75  ;  and 
Fethersione  t.  Cooper^  9  Yes.  69. 

The  Masteb  op  the  Rolls,  after  stating 
the  facts  of  the  meetings  before  the  arbitra- 
tor in  1843,  and  the  objections  raised  to 
the  award  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
Harvey,  said,  I  tldnk  it  probable  that 
both  parties  might  be  mistaken  as  re- 
garded the  first  point,  viz.,  whether  another 
meeting  was  to  be  held  before  the  arbitrator 
proceeded  to  make  his  award.  Each  of  the 
parties  stated  bis  case,  on  the  26th  and  27th 
of  September  1843,  before  the  arbitrator, 
and  on  the  latter  day,  and  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  meeting,  the  accounts  and  trade 
books  were  placed  in  the  arbitrator's  hands, 
with  an  understanding  that  both  parties 
were  to  have  access  thereto ;  and  it  might 
be  naturally  supposed,  if  disputed  items 
appeared  in  the  accounts,  that  a  further 
meeting  might  very  properly  be  directed, 
with  a  view  to  inquiring  into  the  same.  As 
to  the  second  point,  we  must  look  at  the  situ- 
ation of  the  parties ;  it  might  be  material 
that  each  party  should  have  access  to  the 
books,  and  if  so,  also  to  the  accounts. 
Shelton  seems  to  have  been  familiar  with 
the  books,  but  Harvey  not  so  :  these  books 
were  deposited  with  Norris,  and  he  says 
that  either  party  might  have  had  access  to 
them  whilst  in  his  possession ;  Shelton  had 
clearly  a  right  to  attend  Norris,  to  look  at 
the  books  and  accounts;  and  it  might  be 
light  that  he  should  confer  with  Norris 
relative  to  the  same,  Shelton  attended 
Norris,  and  saw  the  extracts  which  Norris 
had  made,  and  he  checked  them  with  the 
books ;  but  at  this  period  it  does  not  appear 
that  Shelton  had  any  communication  with 
the  arbitrator.  This  went  on  till  the  month 
of  December  1843,  and  then  this  took  place, 
vis. 9  Norris  had  a  difficulty  about  an  item 
in  the  accounts  of  850J.  This  circum- 
stance having  been  stated  to  the  arbitrator 
by  Norris,  the  arbitrator  summoned  Shelton 
to  attend  him,  for  the  purpose  of  explaining 
the  apparent  error;  and  it  ia  to  be  regretted 


that  the  arbitrator  did  not  at  the  same  time 
summon  Harvey  to  attend  him  with  Shelton. 
Shelton  having  attended  the  arbitrator,  the 
matter  is  satisfactorily  explained.  It  does 
not  appear  how  the  result  prejudices  Har- 
vey, but  we  have  the  arbitrator  seeking  and 
obtaining  a  private  interview  with  one  of  the 
parties  materially  interested  in  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  award,  which  is  always  most 
objectionable.  The  like  proceedings  take 
place  with  reference  to  another  sum,  as  to 
which  differences  might  have  existed,  and 
Shelton  is  again  summoned  by  the  arbitrator 
to  attend  him.  Shelton  has  a  private  inter- 
view with  the  arbitrator,  and  explanations 
are  given  by  Shelton,  and  the  arbitrator  is 
satisfied  therewith,  and  Harvey  becomes 
bound  thereby.  This  course  of  proceeding 
was  very  improper,  for  no  one  ought  to  use 
means  likely  to  affect  the  mind  of  a  person 
acting  in  a  judicial  character ;  and  it  is  ab- 
surd to  say,  a  different  course  of  proceeding 
is  allowed  in  mercantile  references  to  that 
which  is  pursued  in  other  references,  and  I 
repudiate  any  such  notion.  One  party,  in 
cases  of  this  nature,  cannot  be  allowed  to 
use  the  means  of  influence  not  known  to 
his  opponent.  It  is  argued  that  the  two 
parties  are  in  equal  fault ;  and  it  is  reported 
that  Lord  Eldon  said,  if  a  fact  of  this  kind 
be  brought  forward,  the  guilty  party  cannot 
be  heard  to  make  the  complaint ;  and  in  the 
present  case  the  acts  of  Shelton  were  not 
spontaneous  ones  on  his  part.  What  Harvey 
states  is  mainly  denied  by  the  other  side. 
His  statement  is,  that  he  was  desirous  there 
should  be  a  meeting  at  which  all  parties 
could  attend  the  arbitrator;  but  this  is 
distinctly  contradicted  by  the  other  side. 
Then  there  is  the  letter  of  the  19th  of 
January  1844,  written  by  Harvey  to  the 
arbitrator,  which  I  cannot  advert  to  without 
making  the  observation,  that  it  was  ex- 
tremely improper  in  Harvey  to  write  the 
same.  My  rule  is,  to  hand  over  all  com- 
munications made  to  me  in  a  cause  by  one 
party,  to  the  opposite  party.  The  last  pro- 
ceeding here  is  the  interview  between  the 
arbitrator  and  Harvey,  when  the  former 
stated  to  the  latter  that  all  was  right,  and  he 
should  shortly  make  his  award.  This  is  a 
matter  in  which  justice  is  concerned,  and 
not  a  matter  merely  between  the  parties  who 
are  litigant,  but  one  which  concerns  the 
public.    I  am  not  satisfied  the  arbitrator  in 
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this  case  went  beyond  the  power  incident 
to  his  office,  but  he  deviated  from  the  course 
which  justice  demands. 

Award  ordered  to  be  set  aside,  but  with- 
out costs. 


I,  V.C.^ 

J,  10;     V 
24.      } 


JONES  V,  MOSSOP. 


WiGRAM, 

June  8, 
July 

Equitable  Set-off — Administrator — Insol^ 
vent — Surety — Answer, 

The  obligor  in  a  bond  becomes  surety  for  a 
sum  of  money  advanced  by  a  stranger  to  the 
obligee,  and,  after  the  insolvency  of  the 
obligee,  pays  the  money  for  which  he  was 
surety ;  the  obligor  is  entitled  in  equity,  as 
against  the  assignee  in  insolvency,  to  set  off 
the  sum  so  paid  by  him  against  the  amount 
due  by  him  on  the  bond. 

In  1834,  A.  executed  a  bond  to «/.  R,  for 
5001.  In  1835  /.  R.  died  intestate,  and  in 
1838  administration  was  granted  to  R,  R. 
In  the  interval,  between  the  death  of  J,  R. 
and  the  grant  of  administration,  A.  had  6e- 
come  surety  for  various  sums  of  money  ad' 
vanced  to  R.  R,  by  a  stranger.  In  1839 
R,  R,  became  insolvent,  and  M,  was  ap' 
pointed  his  assignee.  In  1840  R.  R,  died, 
and  shortly  afterwards  A,  paid  the  sums  for 
which  he  had  so  become  surety,  M,  ihere^ 
upon  took  out  administration  de  bonis  non 
to  J.  R,  and  sued  A,  at  law  for  the  whole 
amount  due  upon  the  bond.  A,  then  filed  his 
bill  against  M,  to  restrain  the  action,  and, 
upon  motion  for  an  injunction  upon  the  answer 
of  M,  which  stated,  that  he  believed  thai 
R,  R,  as  administrator^  was  beneficially  en* 
titled  to  the  bond,  exclusive  of  any  d^ts  of 
J,  R : — Held,  that  A,  was  entitled  in  equity, 
upon  that  admission,  to  set  off  against  the 
amount  of  the  bond  the  sums  he  had  paid  as 
surety  for  R,  R  ;  that  admission  being  equi- 
valent to  the  assent  of  an  executor  to  a  legacy, 
constituting  the  5001.  the  separate  property 
of  R.  R. 

On  the  29th  of  September  1834  the  plain- 
tiff executed  a  bond  to  J.  Read  (deceased), 
conditioned  for  the  payment  of  5001.  In 
January  1835  J.  Read  died,  leaving  R.  B. 
Read,  his  only  child  and  sole  next-of-kin. 
On  his  death ,  a  will  was  produced  by  one 
Harris,  who  claimed  tiiereunder  to  be  the 


sole  devisee  and  legatee  of  Read  the  &ther. 
Read  the  son  contended,  that  his  fatha*  died 
intestate,  and  a  long  litigation  ensued  in 
the  ecclesiastical  courts,  and  ultimately,  in 
1838,  sentence  was  given  against  the  will^ 
and,  shortly  afterwards,  letters  of  adminis- 
tration of  his  &ther*s  estate  were  granted  to 
Read  the  son.  In  the  interval  between 
Read  the  father's  death,  and  tfie  grant  of  the 
administration.  Read  the  son  became  in 
embarrassed  circumstances,  and  one  Beavan, 
in  July  1835,  advanced  to  him  100/. ;  and 
the  plaintiff  and  two  others,  as  sureties  fat 
Read  the  son,  gave  to  Beavan  their  joint 
and  several  promissory  note  for  that  amount. 
Beavan  afterwards  advanced  various  other 
sums  to  Read  the  son,  for  which  the  plain- 
tiff and  Read  the  son,  gave  their  promissory 
notes  to  Beavan ;  and,  ultimately,  the  plain- 
tiff had  become  surety  for  Read  the  son, 
before  the  grant  of  administration,  to  the 
amount  of  337/.  and  upwards.     In  January 

1839  a  vesting  order  under  the  insolvent 
acts  was  obtained  against  Read  the  son,  and 
in  the  July  following  the  defendant,  Mossop, 
was  appointed  his  assignee.     In  January 

1840  Read  the  son  died,  and  the  plaintiff  in 
December  1840,  paid  the  amount  due  on 
the  several  promissory  notes.  Mossop  then 
applied  for  and  obtained  letters  of  adminis- 
tration de  bonis  non,  to  Read  the  Either, 
and  thereupon  commenced  an  action  against 
the  plaintiff  for  the  full  imiount  of  the  bond. 
The  plaintiff  then  filed  his  bOl  against  Mos- 
sop, claiming  to  be  entitled  in  equity  to  set 
off  the  amount  of  the  notes  he  had  so  paid 
as  surety  for  Read  the  son,  against  the 
amount  due  upon  the  bond ;  and  praying 
that  Mossop  might  be  restrained  by  injunc- 
tion from  prosecuting  the  said  action. 
Mossop,  by  his  answer,  stated,  *'that  he 
believed  that  by  the  letters  of  administratioA 
granted  to  Read  the  son,  the  money  due 
upon  the  bond  did  become  part  of  the  net 
residue  of  the  Other's  estate ;  and  that  the 
same  became  legally  and  equitably  part  of 
the  property  of  Read  the  son,  and  Uiat  he 
thereby  became  entitled  to  receive  the  mon^ 
due  thereon  for  his  own  use  and  benefit ; 
that  the  estate  of  Read  the  son  became 
nested  in  him,  the  defendant,  as  assignee, 
and  that  thereupon  the  beneficial  ownership 
in  the  bond  vested  in  him,  the  defendant." 
The  answer  will  be  found  more  fully  set  oat 
in  his  Honour's  judgment. 
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A  motion  was  now  made  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  for  an  injunction. 

Mr.  RomiUy  and  Mr.  James^  for  the 
motion. — If  Read  the  son  had  been  aliye, 
and  had  never  become  insolvent,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  actually  paid  the  promissory 
notes,  he  would  have  been  entitled  in  equity 
to  say  to  Read  the  son,  '*  You  shall  not  sue 
me  upon  the  bond  without  doing  equity, 
and  paying  that  which  you  owe  me."  It 
is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  establish  a  set* 
off  in  equity,  ihaX  there  should  be  mutual 
debts  and  mutual  credits.  And  it  is  quite 
clear  that  the  assignee  is  in  no  better  situa- 
tion, in  that  respect,  than  the  original  debtor. 
The  &ct  of  the  payment  of  the  promissory 
notes  by  the  plaintiff  after  the  insolvency 
will  not  affect  Uie  question,  if  the  transaction, 
in  respect  of  which  the  payment  was  made, 
took  place  previously. 

Jffa  V.  Wood,  2  P.  Wms.  128. 

James  v.  Kynnier,  5  Yes.  108. 

Moseley  v.  Uanford,  1 0  B.  &  C.  729 ;  s.  c. 
8  Law  J.  Rep.  K.B.  261. 

Ex  parte  Turpin,  Mont.  448 ;   s.  c.  1 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Bankr.  46. 

Smith  V.  Smith,  1  You.  &  Col.  838. 

Ex  parte  Stephens,  1 1  Yes.  24. 

FulUamy  v.  Noble,  3  Mer.  593. 

Clark  V.  Cort,  Cr.  &Ph.  154;    s.  c.  10 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  113. 

Ratoson  v.  Samuel,  Cr.  &  Ph.  161 ;  s.  c. 
10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  214. 

Dodd  V.  LydaU,  1  Haie,  333. 

Cherry  v.  Boul&ee,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  442 ; 
8.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  118. 

Antrohua  v.  Davidson,  3  Mer.  569. 
The  answer  also  admits,  that  the  money  due 
on  the  bond  was,  at  and  before  the  insol- 
vency, both  legally  and  beneficially  the 
money  of  Read  the  son.  The  plaintiff, 
therefore,  was  in  the  situation  of  a  deposi- 
tary, having  so  much  money  of  Read  the 
son  in  his  hands;  which  money  he  was 
entitled  to  apply  in  discharge  of  his  own 
liability  on  the  promissory  notes. 

Mr.  /.  Russell  and  Mr.  Fleming,  contr^, 
contended,  that  as  no  debt  existed  against 
the  insolvent  before  the  insolvency,  the  after 
payment  of  the  promissory  notes  could  be 
no  answer  to  the  claim  of  the  defendant ; 
that  the  demand  was  due  in  different  rights, 
and  there  was  no  mutual  credit. 
Bishop  V.  Church,  3  Atk.  691. 
Whiiaker  v.  Rush,  Amb.  407. 


Mr,  RomiUy  replied. 

July  24. — ^WiGRAM,V.C.— If  in  this  case, 
R.  B.  Read,  and  not  J.  Read,  had  been 
the  obligee  of  the  bond  of  the  29th  of  Sep- 
tember 1834,  by  which  the  plaintiff  became 
bound  to  J.  Read  for  the  payment  of  the 
sum  of  500/.,  and  if  R.  B.  Read  had  become 
bankrupt  and  not  insolvent,  I  should  have 
had  no  difficulty  in  deciding  this  case ;  but 
owing  to  the  circumstance  that  R.  B.  Read 
became  insolvent  and  not  a  bankrupt,  it  was 
admitted  at  the  bar,  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff, that  he  could  not  succeed  in  the  suit, 
unless  he  could  do  so  upon  some  general 
equity,  independent  of  the  statutes  relating  to 
insolvency.  It  was  also  admitted,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  to  overcome  a  further  difficulty 
arising  from  this:  that  the  defendant  was 
proceeding  upon  the  bond  at  law,  not  as  the 
demand  of  Read  the  son,  but  as  adminis- 
trator of  Read  the  £etther.  With  respect  to 
the  equity  of  the  case,  assuming  Read  the 
son  to  have  been  the  obligee  in  the  bond 
before  and  at  the  time  of  his  insolvency,  it 
is  clear  that  the  plaintiff  had  the  equity 
claimed  by  him  in  this  suit.  As  surety  of 
Read  the  son,  he  had  the  right,  at  any 
moment,  to  pay  the  debt,  for  which  he  was 
guarantee;  and  as  debtor  upon  the  bond« 
he  would  have  a  right  to  say,  that  he  had 
paid  these  debts  out  of  the  money  owing  by 
him  upon  the  bond.  The  only  question  is, 
whether  that  equity  is  superseded  by  the 
insolvency,  or  whether  it  overrode  the  rights 
of  the  creditors  under  the  insolvency. 

My  opinion  is,  that  that  right  remained, 
notwithstanding  the  insolvency.  The  gen- 
eral rule  is,  that  the  assignee  of  the  insol- 
vent takes  whatever  belongs  to  the  insolvent, 
subject  to  all  the  equities  affecting  the  pro- 
perty in  the  hands  of  the  insolvent,  as  to 
whatever  the  insolvent  could  lawfully  trans- 
fer— Ex  parte  Hanson  (1),  and  in  cases  not 
dissimilar  in  principle  from  the  present,  an 
equity  has  been  established  upon  the  general 
principles  of  the  Court.  Thus  the  general 
principle  of  the  right  of  a  trustee  to  stop 
the  interest  due  to  a  tenant  for  life  of  a 
trust  fund,  who  was  indebted  to  the  trust,  is 
clear— PrwWy  v.  Rose  {2),  Jep  v.  Wood. 
And  this  equity  exists  in  favour  of  trus- 
tees after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  tenant  for 

(1)  18Ve8.232. 

(2)  8  Mer.  86. 
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life;  although  it  was  argued  with  great 
apparent  force,  that  the  life  estate  of  the 
hankrupt  passed  to  the  assignees,  and  that 
the  trustees  ought  to  prove  their  deht  under 
the  commission.  The  order  in  Ex  parte 
Mitford  (8)  is  given  in  Priddy  v.  Rose, 
This  has  been  followed  by  Ex  parte 
Turpin,  and  in  Smith  v.  Smith,  Ex  parte 
Shute  (4),  and  in  other  cases.  The  case  of 
Hanford  v.  Moseley{5i)  was  this: — In 
1825  Robinson  sold  to  Hanford  some  mills 
and  other  property ;  in  October  1825  the 
whole  of  the  purchase- money  had  been  paid, 
except  233/. ;  and  it  was  then  agreed  that 
the  vendor  should  remain  in  possession  of 
the  property  as  tenant,  at  a  rent  of  50/. 
a-year,  and  that  a  promissory  note  should 
be  given  by  the  purchaser  for  the  233/.,  the 
balance  of  the  purchase^money.  In  No- 
vember 1826  Robinson  became  bankrupt, 
and  Moseley  was  appointed  his  assignee.  In 
Easter  term  1828  Moseley  commenced  an 
action  upon  the  note  against  Hanford.  In 
February  1829  possession  was  given  to  the 
plaintiff,  a  large  arrear  of  rent  being  then 
due.  On  the  19th  of  March  1830  the 
action  was  tried,  and  Moseley  recovered. 
That  case  is  reported  in  10  B,  S;  C,  729,  and 
it  appears  from  the  case,  as  there  reported, 
that  the  defendant  in  the  action  insisted 
that  there  was  an  agreement  that  the  note 
should  not  be  paid  when  it  became  due,  but 
should  remain  unpaid,  until  possession  of 
the  property  was  delivered.  On  the  24th 
of  April  1830  the  bill  was  filed,  suggesting 
a  positive  agreement  that  the  purchaser 
should  retain  the  amount  of  the  rent  out  of 
the  unpaid  purchase-money  in  his  hands* 
The  argument  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause 
was  this :  that  the  purchaser,  having  the 
purchase*money  in  his  hands,  and  being  a 
creditor  for  the  rent,  had  a  right  in  equity  to 
consider  so  much  of  the  money  in  his  hands 
as  being  applied  by  himself  to  pay  the  rent 
which  from  time  to  time  became  due.  The 
case  was  heard  before  Lord  Chief  Baron 
Lyndhurst,  and  he  was  clearly  of  opinion 
that  that  equity  existed  by  the  genend  law 
of  the  court,  independently  of  the  bankrupt 
laws,  and,  accordingly,  the  injunction  was 
granted.  The  other  cases  cited  were  James  y* 

(3)  1  Bro.  C.C.  898. 

(4)  Mont.  &  Bl.  385 ;  ■.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  (ns.) 
Bankr.25.  ^  ^       * 

(2)  Not  yet  reported. 


KynnitTy  which  was  before  the  46  Geo.  3,  Ex 
parte  Stephens,  and  Vulliamy  v.  Noble,  I  am 
doubtful  as  to  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Stephens, 
whether  it  did  not  turn  upon  the  parti- 
cular fraud.  Therefore,  if  it  were  not  for  the 
other  question  I  should  have  no  hesitation  in 
deciding  this  case  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 
That  other  question  is  this:  the  debt 
upon  the  bond  was  due  to  Read  the  father ; 
the  debts  which  the  plaintiff  paid  were  the 
debts  of  Read  the  son.  The  sums,  there* 
fore,  were  due  in  different  rights,  and  no 
rule  is  better  understood  than  this,  that  vou 
cannot  adjust  demands  due  in  different 
rights ;  the  great  principle  being,  that  one 
man's  money  cannot  be  applied  to  pay  an- 
other man*s  debts ;  but  in  this  case  it  was 
said,  that,  inasmuch  as  Read  the  son  was 
the  next-of-kin  and  administrator  of  Read 
the  father ;  and,  as  it  appeared  by  the  answer 
of  the  defendant,  that  Read  the  son  was 
beneficially  interested  in  this  very  sum  of 
5002.,  the  technical  difficulty,  as  to  the 
demand  being  in  different  rights,  did  not 
apply  in,  this  case.  A  very  slight  variation 
in  the  answer  would  have  prevented  me 
from  applying  the  equity  which  I  think  I 
am  bound  to  apply  in  this  case.  If  the 
effect  of  the  answer  is,  that  before  January 
1839,  the  date  of  the  vesting  order.  Read 
the  son,  as  administrator  and  next-of-kin  of 
Read  the  fiither,  had  become  beneficial 
owner  of  the  bond,  there  is  no  reason, 
founded  on  the  origin  of  his  claim,  why  the 
Court  should  not  treat  it  as  his,  and  give 
the  plaintiff  the  equity  he  claims.  The 
facts,  as  they  apply  to  this  part  of  the  case, 
are  these:  on  the  29th  of  September  1834 
the  bond  was  given  by  the  plaintiff.  On 
the  21st  of  January  1835  Read  the  father 
died,  leaving  Read  the  son  his  sole  next-of- 
kin.  A  will  of  Read  the  father  was  then  set 
up  by  one  Harris ;  and,  but  for  this  claim, 
Read  the  son  never  would  have  b<MT0wed 
the  money  in  question.  The  litigation  con* 
tinned  till  1838,  when  administration  was 
granted  to  Read  the  son.  In  the  latter  part 
of  that  year  Read  the  son  became  inaol* 
vent.  In  the  interval,  while  the  litigadon 
was  going  on,  and,  as  the  answer  seems  to 
admits  in  consequence  of  the  litigation; 
Read  the  son  borrowed  the  money.  On 
the  30th  of  January  1839  the  vesting  order 
was  made;  and,  in  July  following,  the 
defendant  was  appointed  his  assignee*     In 
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1840  Read  the  son  died^  and  thereupon  the 
defendant,  as  assignee  under  the  msolvency, 
obtained  administration  to  the  estate  of 
Read  the  father.  The  question  is,  whether 
the  500Z.  was  not  in  truth,  at  that  time,  the 
proper  money  of  Read  the  son.  The  an- 
swer says,  that  the  defendant  helieves  that 
the  personal  property  of  Read  the  father 
was  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  his  dehts,  &c., 
and  that  Read  the  son,  as  his  sole  next-of- 
kin,  did  become,  at  the  death  of  his  father, 
entitled  to  a  clear  residue,  over  and  above 
what  was  required  for  the  payment  of 
debts,  &c.,  of  several  thousand  pounds. 

In  a  subsequent  part  of  the  answer  he 
says,  he  believes  that  Read  the  son  was,  by 
the  disputes  as  to  the  validity  of  the  will, 
kept  out  of  possession  of  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estates  of  the  Either,  and  was  in  con- 
sequence greatly  in  want  of  relief,  &c. 
Then  he  goes  on  to  speak  of  his  borrowing 
the  money,  and  he  says  that  it  was  not  till 
January  1838,  that  Read  the  father  was 
found  to  have  died  intestate ;  and  that  he 
helieves  that  the  money  due  upon  the  hond 
was  part  of  the  net  residue  of  the  estate  of 
Read  the  father,  and  that  the  same  did  be- 
come legally  and  equitably  the  absolute 
property  of  Read  the  son,  and  that  he  did 
become  entitled  to  recover  the  monies  due 
thereon  for  his  own  use  and  benefit ;  and  the 
defendant  submits  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
set  off  the  amount  of  the  sum  alleged  to  be 
due  to  the  plaintiff  against  the  bond  debt ; 
he  admits  that  he  accepted  the  office  of 
assignee,  and  that  thereby  the  estate  and 
effects  of  Read  the  son  became  vested  in 
him,  and,  among  other  things,  the  equitable 
and  beneficial  ownership  in  the  said  bond, 
hat  whether  or  not  subject  to  the  alleged 
equities,  he  submits  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Court.  He  then  says,  that  upon  the  death 
of  Read  the  son,  as  such  assignee  of  his 
estate  and  effects,  and  beneficially  the  real 
owner  of  the  outstanding  personal  estate  of 
Read  the  father,  he  did  in  that  capacity 
apply  for  and  obtain  letters  of  administra- 
tion of  the  estate  of  Read  the  &ther;  and 
having  done  so,  he  brought  his  action  for 
the  recovery  of  the  money  due  upon  the 
bond ;  he  then  says  that  he  denies  that  he 
sometimes  pretends  that  he  is  entitled  to 
receive  and  administer  it  as  part  of  the  un- 

Nbw  Skriss,  XIII.^Chanc. 


administered  assets  of  Read  the  &ther, 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  his  debts. 
He  afterwards  says,  that  he  verily  believes 
that  certain  of  the  debts  of  Read  the  father 
still  remain  undischarged,  but  that  there 
are  sufficient  assets  to  pay  the  debts,  exclu- 
sive of  the  bond ;  and  submits  that  he  is 
not  bound  to  set  forth  what  debts  are  un- 
paid. 

Having  suggested  that  the  debts  of  Read 
the  father  had  not  been  fully  paid,  I  felt 
a  difficulty  in  treating  this  money  otherwise 
than  as  the  assets  of  Read  the  father,  till 
the  debts  were  paid ;  but  the  admission  in 
the  answer  is  most  express,  that  the  bond 
itself  is  part  of  th^  beneficial  estate  of  Read 
the  son,  arfd  that  the  defendant  obtained 
letters  of  administration  to  recover  that,  not 
as  part  of  the  estate  of  the  father,  but  as 
part  of  the  estate  of  the  insolvent.  That 
relieves  the  case  of  the  difficulty  of  the 
debts  being  due  in  different  rights.  The 
case  is  the  same  in  principle  as  if  an  assent 
were  given  to  a  legacy  whereby  the  property 
passed  to  the  legatee,  who  appeared  himself 
to  be  i^n  executor ;  in  which  case  the  legacy 
becomes  the  separate  property  of  the  party ; 
and  this  is  the  unavoidable  effect  of  this 
answer.  The  injunction,  therefore,  must 
be  continued,     I  cannot  give  any  costs. 


V 

June 
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Demurrer-—DelayS4th  Order  o/  1841 
•■^Transfer  of  Causes, 

The  neglect  of  a  solicitor  ^  occasioned  hy  his 
pecuniary  embarrassmentt  is  not  such  an  oc- 
cident,  mistake,  or  surprise,  as  wUl  induce 
the  Court  to  allow  a  plaint^  to  set  down  a 
demurrer  for  argument  after  the  expiration 
of  the  time  allowed  hy  the  Z^th  Order  of 
1841. 

This  cause  having  been  transferred  from 
the  Exchequer  under  the  5  Vict,  c*  5,  and 
V.C.  Wigramt  hating  first  made  an  order 
in  the  cause,  it  was  ejected,  that  the 
Vice  Chancellor  of  England  had  no  juris* 
diction  : — Held,  that  no  provision  had  been 
made  by  the  general  Orders  for  attaching 
causes  transferred  from  the  Exchequer  ^  and 
that  this  Court  had  jurisdiction. 

3P 
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A  motion  was  made  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintififs,  Knight&Lautour,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs might  be  at  liberty  to  set  down  for  argu- 
ment a  demurrer  filed  by  the  defendants  to 
part  of  the  plaintiffs*  supplemental  bill,  al- 
though the  three  weeks  limited  by  the  d4th 
Order  of  August  26, 1841,  (1)  had  expired. 

In  support  of  the  motion  affidavits  were 
read  (sworn  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  Queen's 
Prison),  by  which  it  appeared  that  the  de- 
murrer was  filed  on  the  6th  of  July  1843 ; 
that  the  plaintiffs  then  employed  as  their  soli- 
citor Mr.  P.,  to  whom  the  plaintiff  Lautour 
swore  that  he  had  advanced  several  thou- 
sands of  pounds  "  in  order  to  encourage  him 
to  prosecute  the  suit  with  diligence  ;"  such 
advances  being  sworn  to  be  in  ekcess  of  the 
sums  actually  required  for  the  purposes  of 
the  suit ;  that ''  in  the  month  of  July  1 843,'* 
Mr.  P.  fell  into  difficulties,  and  neglected 
his  business,  and  subsequently  left  the 
country ;  that  the  plaintiffs  first  became 
aware  of  the  fact  that  the  time  for  setting 
down  the  demurrer  for  argument  had  ex- 
pired, in  December  1843  ;  that  in  January 
1844  the  plaintiffs  obtained  possession  from 
Mr.  P.  of  '*  some  of  the  papers "  in  the 
suit ;  but  that  they  were  not  able  to  get  an 
order  for  the  substitution  of  a  new  solicitor, 
"  with  Mr.  P.'s  consent,"  till  March  1844, 
when  their  present  solicitor  obtained  the 
remainder  of  the  papers  and  an  office 
copy  of  the  demurrer,  which  had  been  or- 
dered by  Mr.  P.,  but  never  taken  away 
from  the  office ;  that  upon  their  laying  the 
papers  before  counsel,  they  were  advised 
that  it  was  material,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
relief  sought  by  their  original  bill,  that  i\e 
demurrer  should  be  argued,  and  that,  if 
argued,  it  must  necessarily  be  overruled. 
Upon  this  they  gave  notice  of  the  present 
motion,  which,  however,  was  not  made  till 
the  25th  of  June. 

It  appeared,  by  the  affidavits  filed  in  op- 
position to  the  motion,  that  Mr.  P.  received 
notice  of  the  demurrer  from  the  defendant's 
solicitor  on  the  day  on  which  it  was  filed, 
and  two  days  afterwards  bespoke  an  office 
copy ;  and  that  he  continued  to  attend  at 
his  chambers  till  the  8th  or  9th  of  August 
1843. 


(I)  Ord.Can.  174;  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.b.)  Chazic. 
414. 


Mr.  Wakefield,  in  support  of  the  motion, 
argued  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the 
plaintiffs  had  made  out  a  sufficient  case  for 
the  indulgence  of  the  Court ;  and  that  the 
Court  was  always  in  the  habit  of  relaxing 
its  orders  as  to  time,  when  the  delay  was 
accounted  for,  and  when  it  appeared  to  be 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  justice.  He 
cited — 

Taylor  v.  Salmon,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  109. 
Noel  V.  Ward,  1  Mad.  339. 

Mr,  Bethell  and  Mr,  R,  Palmer,  for  the  de- 
fendants contended,  that  the  34th  Order  of 
August  1 841  gave  a  positive  status  to  the  de- 
murring party  after  the  expiiatioh  of  the  three 
weeks,  of  which  the  Court  would  not  deprive 
him  unless  the  delay  on  the  other  side  was 
owing  to  his  own  conduct,  which  here  was  not 
the  case  ;  that  the  Court  had  never  carried  the 
principle  of  indulgence  so  far,  as  to  re-open 
the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  a  demurrer, 
which  by  the  orders  of  the  Court  was  already 
to  be  held  sufficient ;  and  that  greater  in- 
dulgence had  always  been  shewn  to  defen- 
dants (as  in  the  cases  cited  on  the  other 
side,)  whose  rights  might  otherwise  have 
been  barred  for  ever,  than  to  plaintiff,  who 
could  file  a  new  bill  if  difficidties  occurred 
in  going  on  with  the  existing  suit;  that 
Walmsley  v.  Froude  (2)  was  conclusive 
against  the  present  ^plication ; — and  they 
referred  to — 

Stanley  v.  Bond,  5  Beav.  175. 

Cresy  v.  Beavan,  Ibid.  I77,n. 

Charlton  v.  Richmond,  4  Ibid.  399; 
s.  c.  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  38. 
Upon  the  facts,  they  contended  that  the 
neglect  of  the  plaintiff'  solicitor  was  not 
that  sort  of  mistake  agdnst  which  the  Court 
could  relieve ;  that  at  all  events  the  plain- 
tiffs could  stand  in  no  better  situation  now 
than  they  did  on  the  28th  of  July  1843 ; 
and  that  since  Mr.  P.  was  attending  to  his 
business,  with  perfect  knowledge  of  the  fact 
that  this  demurrer  was  on  the  file  during  the 
whole  of  the  three  weeks  allowed  for  setting 
it  down,  his  subsequent  disappearance  must 
be  considered  immaterial.  They  also  ob- 
served upon  the  delay  which  had  taken 
place  in  making  the  application :  and,  with 
referenpe  to  the  plaintiffs'  allegation  that  it 

(2)  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  334. 
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was  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  justice 
that  the  demurrer  should  be  argued,  and 
that  (if  argued)  it  must  be  overruled,  they 
were  proceeding  to  observe  upon  the  nature 
of  the  supplemental  bill,  and  the  grounds  of 
demurrer,  but  were  stopped  by 

The  Vice  Chancellor,  who  said,  that 
he  could  not  attend  to  an  allegation  of 
that  kind  upon  such  a  motion  as  this; 
for,  if  he  did,  it  must  come  to  this,  that  he 
shoTild  have  the  demurrer  argued,  when  the 
question  was  only  whether  it  ought  to  be 
BTgaed  or  not. 

• 

Mr,  Wakefield,  in  reply. 

The  Vice  Chancellor. — It  is  not  ne- 
cessary for  me  now  to  decide  whether  a  case 
might  be  made,  upon  grounds  of  accident, 
mistake,  or  surprise,  which  might  induce 
the  Court  to  grant  such  a  motion  as  the 
present.  It  has  never  been  held,  that  the 
neglect  of  the  solicitor  employed  by  a  party, 
occasioned  by  his  pecuniary  embarrassment, 
is  such  an  accident  as  this  Court  is  in  the 
habit  of  relieving  against,  by  a  relaxation  of 
its  general  Orders.  In  the  present  case,  I 
see  it  is  stated  in  the  plaintiffs'  own  affida- 
vits, that  the  plaintiff  Lau tour  had  advanced 
to  his  late  solicitor,  Mr.  P,  "  several  thou- 
sands of  pounds,  in  order  to  encourage  him*' 
to  do  that  which  it  was  his  duty  to  do, 
namely,  to  prosecute  the  plaintiffs'  suit  with 
diligence.  Now,  that  could  not  be  neces- 
sary, if  the  plaintiff  had  not  known  that 
Mr.  P.  was  in  difficulties :  and  if  a  plaintiff 
chooses  to  employ  a  solicitor  whom  he 
knows  to  be  in  difficulties,  and  if  that  soli-> 
citor  afterwards,  in  consequence  of  those 
difficulties,  neglects  his  business,  that  cer- 
tainly cannot  be  called  either  an  accident, 
mistake,  or  surprise,  against  which  such  a 
plaintiff  can  be  entitled  to  be  relieved  by 
the  extraordinary  assistance  of  this  Court. 
The  motion  must  be  refused  with  costs. 

Before  the  motion  was  argued  upon  the 
merits,  a  preliminary  question  was  raised  as 
to  the  jurisdiction.  The  original  cause  had 
been  transferred  from  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer into  the  "  Court  of  Chancery"  under 
the  act  5  Vict,  c,  5.  No  step  was  taken  in 
it,  subsequently  to  the  transfer,  till  De- 


cember 1842,  when  the  defendants'  soli- 
citors applied  at  the  office  of  the  Clerks  of 
Records  and  Writs  to  learn  what  the  prac- 
tice would  be  as  to  attaching  causes  ^ans- 
ferred  from  the  Exchequer  to  the  different 
branches  of  the  Court,  and  were  informed 
by  Mr.  Veal  that  such  a  cause  could  not  be 
attached  by  any  entry  in  the  office,  but 
would  become  attached  to  that  branch  of  the 
Court  by  which  the  first  order  upon  merits 
should  be  made  in  it.     In  consequence  of 
this  information,  the  defendants,  in  Decem- 
ber 1842,  moved,  before  V.C.  Wigram,  for 
a  duplicate  commission  to  examine  witnesses 
abroad,  a  former  commission  (of  which  the 
plaintiffs   had   the   carriage)  having  been 
issued  out  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  but 
not  having  been  executed  by  the  plaintiffs. 
This  motion  was  opposed  by  the  plaintiffs, 
who  then  appeared  by  counsel,  and  took  no 
objection  to  the  jurisdiction ;  and  V.C.  Wig- 
ram  made  the  order.     No  other  order  was 
made  in  the  cause  before  the  present  motion, 
of  which  the  original  notice  was  given  for 
V.C.  Wigram's  court ;  but  this  was  aban- 
doned on  the  following  day,  and  a  new  notice 
was  then  given  for  tiie  Vice  Chancellor  of 
England's  court.  It  appeared  by  the  plain- 
tiffs' affidavits,  that,  in  the  interval  between 
the  transfer  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
and  the  abolition  of  the  six  clerks  office,  the 
plaintiffs  (without  notice  to  the  defendants) 
had  named  a  six-clerk,  and  had  caused  the 
words  ••  V.  C.  of  England"  to  be  entered  in 
the  margin  of  the  six-clerk's  book^,  opposite 
to  the  title  of  the  cause,  by  one  of  the 
junior  clerks  in  the  six-clerk's  office ;  and 
they  now  contended  that  this  entry  had  the 
effect  of  attaching  the  cause  to  the  Court  of 
the  V.C.  of  England.     On  the  other  hand, 
the  counsel  for  the  defendants  contended, 
that,  by  V.C.  Wigram's  order  of  December 
1842,  the  cause  had  become  attached  to  the 
court  of  V.C.  Wigram.     It  did  not  appear 
that  the  supplemental  bill  was  marked  with 
the  name  of  either  Vice  Chancellor. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  of  England  de- 
cided, that  he  had  jurisdiction  to  hear  the  mo- 
tion. He  observed,  that  the  case  of  causes 
transferred  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer  had 
not  been  provided  for  by  any  of  the  general 
Orders  for  attaching  causes.  He,  therefore, 
thought  that  neither  the  entry  in  the  six- 
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clerk's  book,  nor  the  order  of  V.  C.  Wigram, 
had  the  effect  of  attaching  this  cause,  either 
to  his  own,  or  to  V.  C.  Wigram's  court ; 
but  that  it,  and  all  other  similar  causes,  were 
then  unattached,  and  subject  to  the  old 
practice,  as  it  existed  before  the  Orders  of 


the  5th  of  May  1837  (3),  and  must  so  remain 
till  their  case  should  be  provided  for  by  a 
future  general  Or^er. 

(3)  5  Ord.  Cao.  109 ;  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n a)  Chtnc. 
249. 
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Annulling  Fiat  — 5  ^  6  Vict,  c.   122. 
8.  24. 


Af  being  in  England^  was  adjudicated  a 
bankrupt.  More  than  twenty '•one  days  after 
notice  of  the  adjudication  had  been  inserted 
in  the  Gazette,  A.  presented  a  petition^  pf^y^ 
ing  that  the  fiat  might  be  annuUed,  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  not  a  trader: — Held, 
that  the  Court  was  precluded  from  hearing 
the  petition,  by  the  5^  6  Vict.  c.  122.  s.  24. 

Af  within  the  twenty-one  days  mentioned 
in  the  24th  section^  forwarded  to  his  solicitor 
a  correspondence  which  had  passed  between 
A,  and  the  official  assignee,  relative  to  A*s 
intention  to  dispute  the  fiat: — Held,  that 
this  was  not  a  commencement  of  a  proceeding 
within  the  meaning  of  the  24th  section. 

The  bankrupt,  B.  H.  Thorold,  was  ad- 
judicated a  bankrupt  on  the  22nd  of  De- 
cember 1842,  and  on  the  24th  was  served 
with  a  duplicate  of  the  adjudication.  On 
the  25th  of  December  he  wrote  a  letter  to 
the  commissioner  acting  in  the  prosecution 
of  the  fiat,  stating  that  he  was  not  a  trader, 
and  asking  the  commissioner  what  steps  he 
should  take  to  annul  the  fiat,  to  which  the 
New  Scries,  XIII.—Bankr. 


official  assignee  sent  a  reply,  on  the  27th  of 
December,  advising  him  to  put  the  matter 
in  the  hands  of  his  legal  adviser.  On  the 
SOth  of  December  notice  of  the  adjudication 
was  inserted  in  the  London  Gazette,  On  the 
28th  of  December  the  bankrupt  forwarded 
the  letter  from  the  official  assignee  to  a 
solicitor  in  London,  and  on  the  26th  of 
January  1843  a  petition  was  presented  to 
the  Court  of  Review,  praying  that  the  fiat 
might  be  annulled. 

The  Chief  Judge  desired  that  the  case 
might  be  brought  before  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, which  was  accordingly  done(l). 

Mr,  Swanston  and  Mr,  T,  H,  Terrell 
appeared  for  the  petitioner,  and 

Mr,  Anderdon  and  Mr,  Dixon  for  the 
assignees. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  (2).  —  By  the 
23rd  section  of  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122.  the 
bankrupt  is  allowed  five  days,  after  being 
served  with  a  duplicate  of  the  adjudication, 
to  shew  cause  against  its  validity.  If  he 
omits  to  do  so,  notice  of  the  adjudication  is 
to  be  published  in  the  London  Gazette,  He 
is  not  precluded  from  disputing  the  fiat,  but 

(1)  See  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Bankr.  41. 

(2)  The  judgment  was  forwarded  in  the  long 
vacation. 

B 
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be  must  do  this  within  a  certain  h'mited 
time ;  for  the  24th  section  enacts,  "  that  if 
he  shall  not  within  twenty-one  days  after 
the  advertisement  of  the  bankruptcy  in  the 
Gazette,  have  commenced  an  action,  suit,  or 
other  proceeding  to  dispute  or  annul  the  fiat, 
the  Gazette  containing  such  advertisement 
shall  be  conclusive  evidence  in  all  cases  as 
against  the  bankrupt,  and  in  all  actions  at  law 
and  suits  in  equity  brought  by  the  assignees 
suing  in  respect  of  the  bankrupt's  estate, 
that  such  person  so  adjudged  a  bankrupt 
became  a  bankrupt  before  the  date  and 
issuing  forth  of  such  fiat."  A  petition  to  the 
Court  of  Review  to  annul  the  fiat,  is,  I 
think,  obviously  comprehended  within  the 
words  "  other  proceeding"  in  this  section. 
But  the  proceeding,  as  well  as  the  action  or 
suit,  must  be  commenced  within  twenty-one 
days,  and  the  rule  is,  I  think,  imperative : 
it  may  be  too  rigid,  but  the  Court  has,  I 
conceive,  no  authority  to  relax  it.  If  it 
should  be  found  inconvenient  or  productive 
of  hardship,  the  legislature  must  apply  the 
remedy. 

The  question,  therefore,  in  this  case  is, 
whether  the  proceeding  was  commenced 
within  the  time  limited  by  the  act ;  and  I 
think  it  was  not.  The  commencement  of 
the  action  or  suit  is  the  suing  out  of  the 
writ;  and  the  commencing  the  proceeding 
by  petition  is,  I  conceive,  the  presenting  of 
the  petition.  Neither  the  conversation  with 
the  clerk  of  the  solicitor  to  the  fiat,  nor  the 
notice  to  the  commissioners,  nor  the  mere 
preparation  of  the  petition  can,  I  think,  be 
considered  as  the  commencement  of  the  pro- 
ceeding within  the  meaning  of  this  section. 
It  must  be  an  act  analogous  to  the  com- 
mencement of  an  action  or  stdt.  Accordingly, 
in  the  17th  section  of  the  previous  act, 
1  &  2  Will.  4.  c.  56,  which  is  in  pari 
materidf  the  time  for  disputing  the  adjudica- 
tion runs  from  the  presenting  of  the  petition 
to  the  Court  of  Review.  If  any  trader  ad- 
judged bankrupt  shall  be  minded  to  dispute 
such  adjudication,  and  shall  present  a  peti- 
tion, praying  the  reversal  thereof,  to  the 
Court  of  Review,  such  petition  to  be  pre- 
sented within  two  calendar  months  from  the 
date  of  such  adjudication,  such  Court  of 
Review  shall  proceed  to  hear  and  decide  on 
the  said  petition.  I  refer  to  this  act  merely 
for  the  purpose  of  illustratiog  and  confirm- 
ing my  opinion  as  to  what,  in  the  case  of  a 


petition,  is  to  be  considered  the  commence- 
ment of  the  proceeding.  As  to  the  effect 
of  the  clause  in  other  respects,  it  may  be 
observed,  that  it  has  not  the  strong  negative 
words  contained  in  the  24th  section  of  the 
new  act.  If  I  am  right  in  my  construction  of 
the  statute,  it  seems  superfluous  to  consider 
the  reasons  assigned  to  excuse  the  delay  in 
presenting  the  petition.  But  I  cannot  avoid 
observing,  that  instructions  to  dispute  the 
fiat  were  sent  to  the  solicitor  as  early  as  the 
28th  of  December;  and  it  does  not  appear 
why  the  petition  was  not  ready  for  the 
bankrupt's  signature  before  the  18th  of 
Janiinry.  I  think  the  order  cannot  be  sup- 
ported. 

Order  reversed. 


Nov 


Ex  parte  vbyset  tii  re 

VEYSEY. 


Annulling  Fiat— 5  ^  6   Vict,  e.  122. 
$s,  28  and  24. — Action. 

A.  and  B.  carried  on  business  in  partner* 
ship  together.  A  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued 
against  A.  and  fi,  and  they  were  adjudicated 
bankrupts.  At  the  time  of  the  adjudication^ 
A,  was  in  France.  Within  three  months  after 
the  advertisement  of  the  bankruptcy  in  the 
Gazette,  A.  presented  a  petition,  praying 
that  the  fiat  might  be  annulled,  but  did  not 
serve  B.  with  the  petition  within  that  period: 
— Held,  that  the  Court  was  not  precluded 
from  hearing  the  petition  by  the  5  ^6  Vict. 
c.  122.  s.  24. 

At  the  hearing  of  a  petition  to  annul  a 
fiat  of  bankruptcy  for  want  of  legal  requi* 
sites,  presented  within  the  time  mentioned  in 
the  24th  section,  the  Court  of  Review  is  not 
precluded,  by  the  24th  section,  from  direeting 
an  action  to  be  tried  beyond  that  period,  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  the  legal 
requisites  had  been  complied  with ;  but  the 
petitioner  at  the  trial  of  such  action  wiU  be 
held  to  be  limited  to  the  points  raised  om  the 
petition,  and  not  allowed  to  go  beyond  them. 

A,  by  such  a  petition  as  before  mentioned, 
prayed  that  the  fiat  might  be  annulled,  on  the 
ground  that  the  petitioning  creditor's  dM, 
which  was  lOOL,  and  due  to  him  on  account 
of  rent,  could  not  support  a  fiat,  as  having 
accrued  after  the  trading.     It  appeared^  m 
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on  afidavitf  that  A»  had  paid  a  sum  in  re* 
sped  of  property  t€tx  on  this  1001. ;  but  A, 
did  iu>t,  in  his  petition,  make  any  objection  to 
the  debt  as  being  less  than  1 OOL  : — Held, 
thatf  in  such  an  action  as  before  mentioned, 
A,  would  not  be  allowed  to  take  any  objection 
as  to  the  amount  of  the  debt, 

Mr.Veysey,  the  petitioner,  and  Mr.  Hen- 
derson, carri^  on  business  in  partnership 
together.  On  the  10th  of  July  1843,  a  fiat 
in  bankruptcy  issued  against  Messrs.  Veysey 
&  Henderson,  and  on  the  13th,  they  were 
adjudicated  bankrupts,  and  a  duplicate  of 
the  adjudication  was  left  at  the  last  place  of 
abode  of  Mr.  Veysey.  At  the  time  of  the 
adjudication,  Mr.  Veysey  was  in  France. 
On  July  21  St,  notice  of  the  adjudication  was 
inserted  in  the  London  Gazette.  On  the  23rd 
of  August,  a  petition  was  presented  by  Mr. 
Veysey,  praying  that  the  fiat  might  be  an- 
nuUed.  Mr.  Henderson  did  not  join  in  and 
was  not  served  with  this  petition. 

The  petition  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the 
13th  of  November.  The  Chief  Judge  having 
remarked  on  the  circumstance  of  Mr.  Hen- 
derson not  having  been  served  with  the 
petition,  the  counsel  for  the  petitioner  con- 
tended that  it  was  unnecessary  to  serve  him, 
and  cited — 

Ex  parte  Bygrave,  2  Glyn  &  Jam.  39 1 . 
Ex  parte  Wray,  1  Mont.  &M'Ar.  195. 
6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  16. 

It  was,  however,  ordered  that  the  petition 
should  stand  over,  and  that  the  petitioner 
should  be  at  liberty  to  serve  Mr.  Hender- 
son. 

The  petition  came  on  again  on  the  23Td 
of  November,  when  a  preliminary  objection, 
founded  on  the  24th  section  of  Uie  last 
Bankrupt  Act,  was  taken  by  the  counsel  for 
the  petitioning  creditor. 

By  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122.  s.  23,  it  is  enact- 
ed, '*  That  before  notice  of  any  adjudication 
under  any  fiat  in  bankruptcy  shall  be  given 
in  the  London  Gazette,  a  duplicate  of  such 
adjudication  shall  be  served  on  the  person 
so  adjudged  bankrupt  personally,  or  by 
leaving  the  same  at  the  usual  place  of  abode 
or  place  of  business  of  such  person."  Five 
days  are  then  allowed  for  the  bankrupt  to 
dispute  the  adjudication ;  and  it  is  directed, 
that  if  no  cause  be  shewn  within  that  time, 
notice  of  the  adjudication  shall  be  ^ven  in 
the  London  Gazette. 


By  the  24th  section  it  is  enacted,  **  That 
if  the  bankrupt,  not  being  within  the  United 
Kingdom,  but  being  in  any  other  part  of 
Europe  at  the  date  of  the  adjudication,  shall 
not,  within  three  months  liter  the  adver- 
tisement of  the  bankruptcy  in  the  London 
Gazette,  have  commenced  an  action,  suit,  or 
other  proceeding  to  dispute  or  annul  the  fiat, 
and  shall  not  have  prosecuted  the  same  with 
due  diligence  and  with  effect,  the  Gazette 
containing  such  advertisement  shall  be  con- 
clusive evidence  in  all  cases  as  against  such 
bankrupt.*'  If  the  bankrupt  be  within  the 
United  Kingdom  at  the  date  of  the  adjudi- 
cation, he  is  allowed  only  twenty-one  days. 

It  was  argued,  by  the  counsel  for  the 
petitioning  creditor,  that  the  presence  of 
Mr.  Henderson  was  essential  to  the  petition, 
and  that,  by  the  omission  to  serve  him  within 
the  three  months  mentioned  in  the  24th 
section,  proceedings  had  not  been  properly 
commenced,  or  at  any  rate  had  not  been 
prosecuted  with  due  diligence  and  with  effect. 
Under  this  clause,  therefore,  especially  after 
the  construction  put  upon  it  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor  in  Ex  parte  Thorold{l),  the 
bankrupt  could  not  now  be  heard. 

The  counsel  for  the  petitioner  were  not 
called  upon. 

Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce. — ^The  act  pro- 
vides, that  the  advertisement  shall  not  appear 
in  the  Gazette  until  a  notice  has  been  in  some 
manner  given  to  the  bankrupt.  By  the  23rd 
section  it  is  directed,  that  a  duplicate  of  the 
adjudication  shall  be  served.  How  ?  On  the 
bankrupt  personally,  or  by  leaving  the  same 
at  his  usual  place  of  abode  or  place  of 
business.  The  bankrupt  is  then  allowed  &ve 
days  to  dispute  the  adjudication. 

Now,  as  it  is  not  required,  and  is  not 
necessary,  that  there  should  be  personal 
service,  it  is  obvious  that  a  bankrupt  may 
honestly,  lawfully,  reasonably,  and  properly 
be  absent  from  his  usual  place  of  business 
or  abode,  and,  in  consequence  of  such  ab- 
sence, not  know  of  the  advertisement,  or  be 
capable  of  knowing  of  it.  He  may  be  on  a 
voyage  or  a  journey,  under  circumstances  in 
which  there  may  be  no  exact  means  of  ad- 
dressing him — in  fact,  numerous  instances 
may  be  suggested  of  the  utmost  facility,  of 
the  advertisement  appearing  in  the  Gazette, 

(1)  Ante,  p.  1. 
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and  of  the  bankrupt,  without  any  impro- 
priety on  his  part,  without  any  impeachment 
of  his  morals  or  regularity  of  conduct,  not 
hearing  of  it,  and  not  having  any  opportunity 
of  hearing  of  it  or  of  resisting  it.  I  repeat, 
that  cases  may  easily  be  conceived,  either 
applicable  to  the  twenty-one  days  or  the 
three  months,  in  which  a  bankrupt,  in  com- 
plete ignorance  of  the  advertisement,  and 
without  any  imputation  on  his  regularity  or 
his  honesty,  may  be  disabled  from  taking 
any  proceeding ;  yet,  on  the  interpretation 
put  upon  the  24th  section  by  the  highest 
authority,  a  person,  whether  a  trader  or  not 
— ^whether  owing  anything  or  not — whether 
having  committed  any  act  of  bankruptcy  or 
not,  may  be  made  irrecoverably  a  bankrupt ; 
and  the  discretionary  power  of  this  Court  in 
bankruptcy,  to  annul  a  fiat  for  want  of  the 
legal  requisites,  is  taken  away. 

Now,  considering  these  matters,  I  thought 
that  this  section  might  receive  a  liberal  in- 
terpretation. I  felt  that,  according  to  my 
view,  it  could  not  in  all  points  be  literally 
interpreted  ;  as  here  the  word  "  effect"  can- 
not be  so  interpreted.  I  found  the  words 
"  actions  and  suits" ;  and  I  thought  that, 
under  the  language  of  the  section,  *'  all 
cases"  might  be  confined  to  "  actions  and 
suits,"  and  that  this  section  might  be  con- 
strued as  not  extending  to  petitions  in  this 
court.  The  Lord  Chancellor  does  not  take 
this  view.  In  his  opinion,  the  bankrupt  is 
stopped,  by  this  section,  from  petitioning 
this  Court;  and  the  mischief  which  may 
arise  from  it  is  for  the  consideration  of  the 
legislature.  Considering  the  mischief  to 
which  persons  might  innocently  be  exposed 
—considering  that  the  words  *'with  effect" 
cannot  receive  a  liberal  interpretation,  I  think 
myself  entitled  to  say,  that  as  everything 
had  been  done,  for  the  purpose  of  annulling 
the  fiat,  except  service  on  Uie  bankrupt,  and 
as  this  objection  was  taken  by  the  Court,  I 
am  not  barred  from  hearing  Uie  petition. 

I  mean  to  follow  the  Lord  Chancellor's 
judgment  in  letter  and  spirit,  and  not  to  de- 
part from  it  in  letter  or  spirit ;  but  I  do  not 
think  that  this  point  comes  within  either. 

The  petition  was  then  heard. 

The  petition,  supported  by  affidavits, 
stated  the  following  case : — 

Mesan.  Veysey  &  Henderson  carried  on 
business  as  druggists  at  Bristol.    On  the  6th 


of  March  1843,  the  partnership  was  dis- 
solved ;  and  by  a  deed  of  that  date,  Mr. 
Hendei^on  assigned  his  interest  in  the  stock 
in  trade  to  Mr.  Veysey.  On  the  20th  of 
March,  the  greater  part  of  this  stock  in  trade 
was,  by  the  direction  of  Mr.  Veysey,  sold 
by  auction,  and  the  remainder,  shortly  after, 
disposed  of  by  private  contract.  On  the  15th 
of  June,  Mr.  Veysey  openly  sold  his  fur- 
niture, wound  up  his  af^rs  in  this  countiy, 
and  went  to  France,  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
siding there. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  15th  of  No- 
vember 1838,  Zaccheus  Hunter,  the  peti- 
tioning creditor,  demised  to  Messrs.  Veysey 
&  Henderson  certain  works,  for  the  term  of 
seven  years,  to  commence  on  the  25th  of 
December  1838,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  200L, 
payable  quarterly.  The  lease  contained  the 
usual  covenants  for  the  payment  of  rent 
On  the  25th  of  March  1843,  a  quarter's  rent 
became  due,  which  was  not  paid ;  and  on 
the  25th  of  June,  a  second  quarter's  rent 
also  became  due.  On  the  10th  of  July,  as 
before  mentioned,  a  fiat  issued  against 
Messrs.  Veysey  &  Henderson.  The  peti- 
tioning creditor  was  Mr.  Hunter,  and  his 
debt  t^e  1001.,  for  half  a  year's  rent. 

It  appeared,  by  one  of  the  affidavits,  that 
Mr.  Veysey  had,  on  the  14th  of  April  1843, 
paid  a  small  sum  iri  respect  of  the  property- 
tax  on  this  half  year's  rent,  under  the  Pro- 
perty-Tax Act,  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  35.  s.  60. 
sch.  A.  No.  iv.  c.  9.  The  hct  of  such  pay- 
ment, however,  was  not  noticed  in  the  peti- 
tion, and  no  objection  was  stated  therein  on 
that  account  to  the  debt;  the  allegation 
being  simply,  *'  that  Mr.  Veysey  was  not  in 
fiict  indebted  to  Z.  Hunter  in  any  other 
manner,  (than  as  above,)  or  on  any  other 
account,  and  was  not  indebted  to  any  other 
person." 

It  was,  in  this  state  of  circumstanoes, 
contended  by  the  petitioner,  first,  that  there 
was  no  act  of  bankruptcy ;  secondly,  that 
the  petitioning  creditor's  debt  had  accrued 
after  the  trading  had  ceased,  and  could  not 
support  a  fiat ;  and,  thirdly,  that  by  reason 
of  the  payment  of  the  property  tax,  the  peti- 
tioning creditor's  debt,  if  valid,  was  less  than 
1002. 

The  respondents,  in  their  affidavits,  stated 
circumstances  from  which  they  infeired  that 
Mr.  Veysey,  by  leaving  this  country,  com- 
mitted an  act  of  bankruptcy. 
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Mr,  Swanston  and  Mr,  W,  M,  James,  for 
the  petitioner,  argued  the  points  hefore 
stated. 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr,  Tripp,  for  the  peti- 
tioning creditor,  in  the  course  of  their  argu-' 
ment  contended,  that  as  the  objection  to  the 
petitioning  creditor's  debt,  on  the  ground  of 
pajonent  of  the  income  tax,  was  not  stated 
in  the  petition,  that  question  was  not  at 
issue,  and  could  not  now  be  raised  by  the 
petitioner.  They  also  contended,  that  under 
the  24th  section  it  was  not  competent  to  the 
Court  to  direct  an  action  at  law  to  be  tried. 

Mr,  Wigram,  for  the  assignees,  argued  on 
the  same  side. 

Mr,  Headlam,  for  Mr.  Henderson,  took 
no  part  in  the  discussion. 

Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce. — I  shall  neither 
accede  to  the  prayer  of  the  petition  nor 
dismiss  it.  Had  the  case  been  indepen- 
dent of  the  new  act,  the  course  I  should 
have  taken  would  have  been  to  direct  the 
petition  to  stand  over,  with  liberty  to  the 
bankrupt  to  bring  an  action.  I  have  now 
to  consider  how  far  the  case  is  affected  by 
that  statute.  As  to  the  point,  whether 
the  petitioner  is  precluded,  by  the  circum- 
stance of  the  other  alleged  bankrupt  not 
having  been  served  in  time,  from  applying 
to  annul  the  fiat,  I  have  expressed  my  opi- 
nion that  the  petitioner  ought  to  be  held  to 
be  within  the  time  allowed  for  a  prosecution 
of  his  petition.  The  next  question  is,  whe- 
ther, the  case  demanding  the  attention  of  a 
jury  and  court  of  law,  such  proceeding  will 
be  within  the  requisites  of  the  24th  section. 
Now,  as  an  action  directed  by  the  Court  is 
an  emanation  from  the  petition,  a  means  of 
procuring  information  to  this  court  under 
the  petition  what  to  do  upon  it,  I  shall  hold 
that  such  an  action  is  a  part  of  the  proceed- 
ings regularly  commenced  and  duly  prose- 
cuted as  required,  and  is  not  prevented  by 
the  statute.  The  right  course,  therefore, 
will  be  to  direct  the  petition  to  stand  over, 
with  liberty  to  the  bankrupt  to  bring  his 
action  within  a  limited  time,  and  that  proper 
admissions  shall  be  made  by  the  parties. 

The  petition  was,  on  a  subsequent  day, 
spoken  to  as  to  the  point  whether,  in  the 
action  to  be  tried,  the  petitioner  should  be 
allowed  to  raise  the  point  as  to  the  invalidity 


of  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  by  reason 
of  the  payment  by  the  bankrupt  of  the  pro- 
perty tax. 

Mr,  Swanston,  for  the  petitioner,  con- 
tended, that  this  point  might  be  raised. 

Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce. — I  have  taken 
the  opportunity  of  reconsidering  this  case. 
I  remain  of  opinion,  that  it  presents  a  fit 
question  for  a  trial  by  an  action,  and  that 
die  petition,  having  been  presented  in  due 
time,  consistent  with  the  Lord  Chancellor's 
construction  of  the  section  of  the  statute, 
the  petitioner  is  entitled,  if  he  wishes  it,  to 
an  admission  that  the  action  was  commenced 
simultaneously  with  the  presentation  of  the 
petition.  The  petitioner  has  expressed  a 
wish  to  have  that  admission.  The  difficulty 
which  now  arises  is,  whether,  the  action 
being  directed  by  the  Court  for  trying  the 
merits  of  the  petition,  the  Court  can  direct 
an  admission  that  it  was  so  simultaneously 
carried  on,  without  limiting  it  to  the  points 
raised  on  this  petition.  I  think  that  it  would 
not  be  consistent  with  the  spirit  of  the  con- 
struction put  on  the  24th  section,  by  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  to  let  the  action  go  beyond 
the  range  of  the  points  raised  by  die  prayer 
of  the  petition.  On  the  action  now  directed 
to  be  tried,  there  must  be  no  objection  taken 
on  the  ground  of  a  want  of  trading  by 
Henderson,  the  trading  of  the  petitioner  to 
be  fully  in  issue,  and  the  act  of  bankruptcy 
also  ;  both  parties  to  admit  the  lease ;  the 
petitioner  to  admit  that  two  quarters'  rent, 
making  lOOZ.,  had  become  due  to  the  lessor, 
and  the  alleged  payment  of  property  tax 
thereon  not  to  be  set  up  by  Veysey,  and  no 
other  petitioning  creditor's  debt  to  be  set  up. 

i^o/e.— See  Morris  v.  Matthews,  2  Q.6.  Rep.  293  ; 
8.  c.  11  Law  J.  Rep.  (h.s.)  Q.B.  67,  as  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  words  "  prosecute  an  action  with 
effect"  in  a  replevin  bond. 
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-  L     >  Ex  parte  phipps  in  re  coulson. 

Annulling  Fiat— 5  ^  6  Vict,  c.  122.  s.  24. 
—Time. 

A  petition  was  presented  beyond  the  time 
limUed  hy  the  b  ^  H  Vict,  c,  122.  s.  24,  for 
annulling  a  fiat  on  the  ground  of  fraud. 
All  the  legal  requisites  of  the  fiat  were 
admitted  by  the  petitioner : — Held,  that  the 
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Court  of  Review  was  not  precluded  from 
hearing  the  petition  by  the  2ith  section. 

This  was  a  petition  to  annul  a  fiat  on  the 
ground  of  fraud. 

A  duplicate  of  the  adjudication  had  been 
duly  served  on  the  bankrupt,  and  a  notice 
thereof  had  been  inserted  in  the  Gazette  on 
the  21st  of  November  1843.  The  petition 
was  presented  on  the  15  th  of  December, 
more  than  twenty- one  days  after  the  ad- 
vertisement. 

Mr.  Russellf  for  the  assignees,  contended, 
that  the  petitioner  was  stopped  from  dis- 
puting the  fiat,  by  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122.  s.  24. 

Mr.  Swanston^  for  the  petitioner,  ad- 
mitted the  trading  of  the  bankrupt,  the 
petitioning  creditor's  debt,  and  the  act  of 
bankruptcy ;  and  said  he  disputed  the  fiat 
on  other  grounds. 

Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce  said,  he  could 
not  bring  his  mind  to  agree  with  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  Ex  parte  ThO' 
rold^l)  as  to  the  construction  of  the  24th 
section.  He  thought  that  a  strict  construc- 
tion of  that  section  might  expose  innocent 
people  to  great  hardship,  and  that  it  was 
capable  of  receiving  a  liberal  construction. 
The  authority,  however,  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor was  in  every  respect  higher  than  his 
own,  and  he  should  act  both  in  the  letter 
and  spirit  of  that  decision;  and,  had  the 
point  now  in  question  come  within  either, 
he  should  have  felt  himself  bound  to  give 
way  to  Mr.  RusselVs  objection.  He  under- 
stood, however,  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of 
that  decision  to  be,  that  this  Court  should 
be  as  much  bound  by  the  evidence  of  the 
advertisement  as  to  the  legal  requisites  as  a 
court  of  law.  The  legal  requisites  are  here 
admitted  by  the  petitioner,  who  seeks  to 
impeach  the  fiat  on  other  grounds.  He 
therefore  thought  the  petitioner  entitled  to 
go  on. 
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Ex  parte  killick  in  re 

KILLICK. 


Legacy — Construction — Feme   Covert — 
Separate  Use. 

Chattels  bequeathed  to  a  woman,  married 
or  unmarried,  for  her  ''sole  use  and  benefit,'* 

(1)  Ante,  p.  1. 


are  to  he  held  as  given  for  her  eeparaie  use, 
independently  of  any  husband,  unless  the  eon- 
text  of  the  will  renders  it  necessary  to  pui  a 
different  construction  on  those  words. 

A.  demised  to  his  daughter  E,  after  the 
death  of  his  wife,  a  house,  on  her  aUaiming 
twenty- one,  together  with  aU  the  fwmUure^ 
4*c.  in  it,  for  her  "  sole  use  and  benefit,"  and 
directed  that  if  his  daughter  should  not  have 
attained  twenty-one  at  the  death  of  his  wife, 
his  executors  should  seU  the  furniture,  ^c, 
invest  the  purchase^money,  and  pay  the  same 
to  her  on  her  attaining  tweuty^ome ;  and  tdse 
directed,  that  the  house  and  the  rents  thereof 
should  not  be  liable  to  the  debts  or  controul 
of  her  husband.  The  testator  gave  benefits 
by  his  will  to  other  mewd^ers  of  his  fondly, 
without  using  the  word  '*sole."  E.  attained 
twenty-one  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife : — Held, 
tJuit  the  furniture,  ^c.  was  given  for  the 
separate  use  of  E,  independently  of  her  hus- 
band. 

This  was  the  petition  of  Elisabeth  Killick, 
the  wife  of  the  bankrupt,  by  her  next  friend, 
that  certain  goods  and  fumitare,  alleged  by 
her  to  have  been  bequeathed  for  her  separate 
use,  which  had  been  taken  possession  of  by 
the  assignees  of  her  husband,  might  be  de- 
livered up  to  her.  The  petition  turned  on 
the  construction  of  the  will  by  which  the 
property  in  question  had  been  given. 

S.  L.  Child,  the  father  of  the  petitioner, 
by  his  will,  devised  and  bequeathed  the 
rents  of  two  houses  situate  in  Fenchurch 
Street  and  Mitcham,  and  all  the  household 
furniture,  plate,  household  linen,  china, 
prints,  pictures,  glass,  books,  rings,  watches, 
and  wearing  apparel,  as  should  be  in  his  said 
two  houses  ;  and  also  the  rents  of  two  houses 
in  Wood  Street  and  Ely  Place,  St.  George's 
Fields,  to  the  executor  therein  named ;  upon 
trust  to  permit  his  wife  to  hold  and  enjoy 
the  same  for  her  life,  for  her  own  use,  and 
towards  the  maintenance  and  education  of 
his  children,  imtil  they  should  attain  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years.  The  testator  then 
bequeathed  all  his  stock  in  trade,  and  all 
the  furniture,  &c.,  that  should  be  in  his 
house  in  Fenchurch  Street,  at  the  death  of 
his  wife,  for  the  benefit  of  his  son  Matthew, 
and  devised  the  house  in  Fendiurch  Street 
to  Matthew  in  fee,  and  gave  him  the  lease- 
hold house  in  Ely  Place  absolutely. 

The  will  then  contained  the  following 
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clause,  in  favour  of  the  petitioner :-— "  I 
give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to  my  daughter 
Elizabeth  Child,  after  the  decease  of  my 
said  wife,  on  her  attaining  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  all  that  my  said  freehold  estate  at 
Mitcham,  described  as  aforesaid,  to  hold  the 
said  messuages  or  tenements  and  premises, 
with  the  appurtenances,  unto  my  said 
daughter,  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  to- 
gether with  all  the  household  furniture,  plate^ 
china,  glass,  linen,  prints,  and  pictures,  as 
may  be  in  tJie  house  at  Mitcham  aforesaid, 
on  the  decease  of  my  said  wife,  for  her  own 
sole  use  and  benefit ;  but  if  my  said  daughter 
shall  not  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years  on  the  death  of  my  said  wife, 
then  and  in  such  case  it  is  my  will  and 
desire,  that  my  said  executor,  or  the  execu- 
tors or  administrators  of  my  said  executrix 
and  executor,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  shall 
inm[iediately  sell  and  dispose  of  the  said 
household  furniture,  plate,  china,  glass, 
linen,  prints,  and  pictures,  either  by  public 
or  private  saJe,  for  the  most  money  that  can 
be  reasonably  got  for  the  same,  and  invest 
the  money  arising  from  such  sale  or  sales  in 
some  or  one  of  the  public  funds  of  this  king- 
dom, in  the  name  of  my  said  executor,  or 
the  executors  or  administrators  of  my  said 
executrix  and  executor,  or  the  survivor  of 
them,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  same  to  my  said 
daughter,  on  her  attaining  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  the  interest  and  dividends  thereof, 
and  the  rents  and  profits  of  my  said  estate, 
in  the  meantime,  to  be  applied  to  her  main- 
tenance and  education ;  and  it  is  my  further 
will  and  desire,  that  the  said  messuages  or 
tenements,  and  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
thereof,  and  the  estate  and  interest  of  my 
said  daughter  therein,  shall  not  be  liable  to 
the  debts,  controul,  or  engagements  of  any 
husband  or  husbands  she  may  hereafter 
marry." 

The  testator  gave  the  proceeds  of  the 
residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his 
wife  for  her  life,  and  directed,  that  after  her 
decease,  two  third  parts  thereof  should  go 
to  his  son  John  absolutely ;  and  the  remain- 
ing one-third  part  to  Matthew  and  Eliza- 
beth absolutely,  in  equal  shares. 

Elizabeth  attsdned  the  age  of  twenty-one 
in  the  testator's  lifetime.  The  testator  died 
in  1830,  and  in  1831  Elizabeth  married 
the  bankrupt,  Charles  Killick. 

The  widow  of  the  testator,  who  was  the 


tenant  for  life  of  the  house  and  furniture  at 
Mitcham,  died  in  1835. 

On  the  death  of  her  mother,  Mrs.  Elillick 
removed  the  goods  and  furniture  bequeathed 
to  her  from  the  house  at  Mitcham  to  the 
house  in  which  she  and  her  husband  were 
then  residing,  and  other  removals  subse- 
quently took  place. 

On  November  8,  1843,  Charles  Killick 
became  bankrupt,  and  his  assignees  took 
possession  of  the  goods  and  furniture  in 
question.  Mrs.  KilHck  thereupon  presented 
this  petition,  that  the  assignees  might  de- 
liver them  back  to  her. 

Mr,  Leiffin,  for  the  petitioner,  contended, 
that  by  the  effect  of  the  words  in  the  will, 
"for  her  sole  use  and  benefit,*'  the  furniture 
and  goods  were  effectually  settled  to  the 
separate  use  of  the  legatee,  and  that  the 
word  "separate"  was  not  necessary.  He 
cited — 

Adamson  v.  ArmUage^  Coop.  283. 

Ex  parte  Ray,  1  Mad.  199. 

V.  Lyne,  1  You.  562. 

Newland  v.  PayrUery  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  408. 

Mr»  Swanston  and  Mr,  Wood,  for  the 
assignees,  contended,  that  the  woid  "  sole  " 
had  not  by  itself  the  effect  attributed  to  it, 
of  ^ving  the  property  to  the  separate  use  of 
the  petitioner,  and  that  there  were  other 
parts  of  the  will  from  which  it  might  be 
inferred,  that  the  testator  had  not  the  inten- 
tion of  so  giving  it  Their  arguments  are 
noticed  in  &e  judgment.  They  dted — 
7*^2^  V.  Lake,  2  Russ.  &  Myl.  183; 

and — 
Massey  v.  Parker,  2  Myl.  &  K.  174 ; 
s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.b.)  Chanc.  47. 

Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce. — It  has  been 
settled  by  a  long  series  of  decisions,  that,  if 
property  be  given  to  a  woman,  married  or 
unmarried,  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit,  that 
property  must  be  held  to  have  been  given 
for  her  separate  use,  independently  of  any 
husband,  unless  the  context  renders  it  ne- 
cessary or  right  to  put  a  different  construc- 
tion on  these  words.  The  question  there- 
fore here  is,  whether  in  this  will  the  con- 
text renders  it  necessary  that  a  construction 
should  be  put  upon  diese  words  different 
from  the  ordinary  one.  One  argument, 
neither  a  conclusive  nor  a  satisfactory  one, 
has  been  raised,  that,  as  in  a  possible  event 
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the  goods  were  to  be  sold,  and  the  produce 
has  not  been  given,  in  words,  for  her  sole  or 
separate  use,  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
testator  that  the  legatee  should  have  these 
goods  for  her  separate  use.  This  is  too 
slight  a  ground  to  alter  the  ordinary  con- 
struction. Then  it  is  argued,  that  as  the 
words  ''sole  use  and  benefit"  apply  both  to 
the  house  at  Mitcham  and  the  goods  ;  and 
as  the  testator  has  in  a  subsequent  formal 
clause  given  the  house  for  her  separate  use, 
independently  of  any  husband,  but  not  the 
goods,  he  did  not  intend  the  latter  for  her 
separate  use.  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the 
words  "  own  sole  use  and  benefit,"  do  refer 
to  more  than  the  goods,  but  on  this  point 
it  is  not  necessary  to  express  any  opinion ; 
for  if  they  do  refer  to  more  than  the  goods, 
I  think  it  better  to  infer,  that  in  the  larger 
and  more  formal  clause,  the  goods  were 
omitted  by  error  or  forgetfulness,  rather  than 
the  words  of  the  former  gift  should  not  re- 
ceive their  usual  interpretation.  The  last 
objection  is,  the  words  "  sole  use  and  bene- 
fit"  are  used  for  the  purpose  of  excluding 
his  son  Samuel,  the  testator  being  only 
anxious  that  his  daughter  shoidd  have  the 
goods  free  from  any  controul  of  her  brother. 
The  same  reasoning,  however,  would  apply 
to  other  bequests  contained  in  the  will,  to 
other  members  of  the  family  ;  but  there  no 
such  expressions  are  used.  The  argument  is 
ingenious,  but  not  weighty.  There  is  then 
not  enough  to  prevent  the  words  from  hav- 
ing their  usual  meaning,  and  the  goods  must 
be  delivered  up  accordingly. 


1844 
Feb 


44.     \ 
.  15.  / 


Ex  parte  whipham,   in  re 

WISE. 


Friendly  Societies — Trustee. 

The  trustees  of  a  friendly  society  were  in 
the  habit  of  paying  money  into  the  bank  of 
W.  Sf  Co.  at  N,  in  order  that  W,  ^  Co. 
might  at  once  transmit  it  to  their  London 
bankers^  to  be  paid  by  them  into  the  Bank  of 
England.     A  sum  was  paid  into  the  bank  of 
Messrs.  W.  ^  Co,  for  the  above  purpose, 
but,  before  it  was  transmitted  to  London, 
Messrs.  W.  ^  Co.  became  bankrupt : — Held, 
that  W.  ^  Co.  had  not  monies  in  their  hands 
by  virtue  of  their  office  or  employment,  within 
the  meaning  of  the4^5  Will.  4.  c.  40,  s.  12. 


The  trustees  of  the  Newton  Abbot  and 
Newport  Bushel  Men's  Annuitant  Society, 
requiring,  from  time  to  time,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  society,  to  pay  sums  of  money 
into  the  Bank  of  England,  to  the  account 
of  the  Commissioners  for  the  Reduction  of 
the  National  Debt  (1),  were  in  the  habit  of 
effecting  these  payments  by  an  arrangement 
with  Messrs.  Wise  &  Co.,  bankers  at  New- 
ton Abbot,  in  the  following  manner: — 
The  trustees  paid  a  sum  into  the  bank  of 
Messrs.  Wise  &  Co.,  with  a  declaration  that 
this  sum  was  to  be  paid  into  the  Bank  of 
England  to  such  account.  This  sum  was 
then  transmitted  by  Wise  &  Co.  to  Messrs. 
Williams  &  Co.,  their  London  bankers,  with 
this  declaration,  and  Messrs.  Williams  & 
Co.  then  effected  the  payment  at  the  Na- 
tional Debt  Ofiice.  In  respect  of  these 
transactions,  Messrs.  Wise  &  Co.  charged 
the  society  with  postages  and  commission. 
A  book  was  kept  at  the  bank,  in  which  such 
receipts  and  such  charges  alone  were  en- 
tered. The  society  had  no  other  dealings 
with  Messrs.  Wise  &  Co. 

On  the  29th  of  June  1841,  the  trustees 
paid  into  the  bank  of  Messrs.  Wise  &  Co. 
1262.,  with  the  usual  declaration.  The 
declaration  was  transmitted  to  the  London 
bankers,  but,  no  money  being  sent  with  it, 
and  Messrs.  Wise  &  Co.  being  then  indebt- 
ed to  their  London  bankers,  no  payment 
was  made  into  the  Bank  of  England. 

After  the  declaration  had  been  so  sent, 
and  on  the  20th  of  July,  Messrs.  Wise  & 
Co.  became  bankrupt. 

The  trustees  of  the  society  now  presented 
a  petition,  stating  the  above  case,  and  pray- 
ing that  the  assignees  might  pay  them,  on 
behalf  of  the  society,  the  sum  of  126/. 

The  petitioners  made  their  claim  under  the 
4&  5  Will.  4.  c.  40.  s.  12(2). 


(1)  See  10  Geo.  4.  c.  56.  s.  81. 

( 2 )  The  words  of  thu  section  relating  to  this  qoes- 
tion  are~'*Tbat  if  any  person  appointed  or  who  maj 
hereafter  he  appointed  to  any  q^fice  in  a  society  esta- 
blished under  the  said  recited  act,  (10  Geo.  4.  o.  &B,) 
or  this  act,  and  bein§^  entrusted  with  the  keeping  of 
the  accounts,  or  having  in  his  hands  or  possession 
by  virtue  of  hit  said  qfice  or  emplojfment,  any  monies 
or  effects  belonging  to  such  society,  shall  become  a 
bankrupt,  his  assignees  shall  pay  oat  of  the  estates 
of  such  person  all  sums  of  money  remaining  doe 
which  such  person  received  by  rirtue  of  his  said 
office  or  employment  before  any  other  of  bis  debts 
are  paid  or  satisfied." 
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Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  Chomeleyy  for  the 
petidoDers. — The  pennanent  officers  of  the 
society,  having  the  management  and  direc- 
tion of  the  affairs  of  the  society,  are  few  in 
number,  being  generally  in  fact  only  the 
secretary,  treasurer,  and  trustees.     Had  it, 
therefore,  been  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture, that  the  term  ''persons  having  monies 
in  their  hands,  by  virtue  of  their  office  or 
employment,'*  was  to  be  confined  to  such 
officers,  it  might  easily  have  been  so  ex- 
pressed. It  may,  therefore,  be  fairly  implied 
that  this  term  is  not  to  be  so  confined,  but 
to  have  a  more  enlarged  sense  given  to  it, 
and  to  be  held  applicable  to  otiber  persons 
employed  by  the  society  to  carry  out  its 
objects.     Now,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that 
the  society  did  not  deal   with,  and   were 
not  customers  of,  Messrs.  Wise  8c  Co.,  as 
bankers,  in  the  ordinary  way.    The  society 
would,  had  they  been  able,  have  paid  their 
money  directly  into  the  Bank  of  England : 
but,  as  it  was  necessary  that  the  money 
should  be  transmitted  to  London,  and  that 
an  agent  there  should  effect  the  payment, 
they  could  not  do  it  themselves,  and  it  be- 
came necessary  to  employ  a  person  or  per- 
sons to  do  it  for  them.   Messrs.  Wise  &  Co., 
from  their  being  bankers,  had  greater  facili- 
ties for  doing  this  for  them  than  any  other 
person,  and  the  society  employed  them  to 
do  it,  just  as  they  might  have  done  any 
persons,   not  bankers.      The   business   of 
Messrs.  Wise  &  Co.    was   to  receive  the 
money  and  send  it  at  once  to  Williams  & 
Co.,  and  for  this  they  received  their  com- 
mission.   No  argument  can  be  used  against 
us  firom  the  use  of  the  word  '*in,'*  in  the 
expression  "office  in  a  society."     The  so- 
ciety has  no  place  or  locality,  and  it  must, 
therefore,  have  the  same  meaning  as  "of.*' 
These  bankers  were,  therefore,  employed  by 
the  society;  they  held  an  employment  or 
office  in  the  society,  and  by  virtue  of  this 
office  or  employment  had  monies  belonging 
to  the  society  in  their  hands,  and  the  clause, 
therefore,  attaches  on  them.  Ex  parte  Riddle 
(3)  was  referred  to. 

Mr.  Russellf  in  answer  to  a  question 
from  the  Chief  Judge,  stated  he  had  no  au- 
thority in  support  of  the  petition. 

(3)  3  Mont  Dea.  &  De  G.  80  ;  a.  c.  12  Law  J. 
R«p.  (N.8.)  Bankr.  19. 

New  Series,  XIII.^Bankr. 


Mr.  Anderdon  and  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the 
assignees,  were  not  called  upon. 

Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce. — This  is  a 
clause  creating  a  privilege  against  common 
right ;  and  it  is,  therefore,   an  enactment 
upon  which,  great  care  must  be  taken  not 
to  put  too  enlarged  a  construction.     The 
argument  has  a  good  deal  turned  on  the 
word  "  employment,"  a  word  which  occurs 
more  than  once  in  the  section — why,  I  am 
unable  to  conjecture.    If  it  means  anything 
different   from  "office,**   why   was   it  not 
associated  with  office  in  the  beginning  of 
the  section  ?     I  must  hold  that  the  word 
"employment**  is  used  in  the  same  sense  as 
"office,**  and  that  the  term  "office,**  in  the 
beginning  of  the  section,  is  not  to  be  en- 
larged by  the  subsequent  use  of  the  word 
"  employment.**  The  question,  therefore,  is, 
whedier  Messrs.  Wise  &  Co.  were  appointed 
to  an  "office**  in  the  society,  and  by  virtue 
of  that  office  were  intrusted  with  monies 
which  were  in  their  hands  at  the  time  of 
their  bankruptcy.     I  need  not  go  into  the 
question,  whether  Messrs.  Wise  &  Co.  were 
ordinary  bankers  to  the  society ;  whether 
an  ordinary    banking   account  was    kept 
between  them,  or  whether  they  were  em- 
ployed merely  for   the  purpose  of  trans- 
mitting the  money  to  the  London  bank. 
Take  it  either  way  :  are  persons  so  situated, 
according  to  the  fair  and  ordinary  use  of 
language,  considered  as  holding  an  office  ? 
Now,  in  some  sense  a  man  may  be  con- 
sidered   as    holding  an   office    under  an- 
other, who  is  a  mere  agent  for  him,  who 
does  anything  for  him,   who   serves  any 
purpose  for  him ;  but  this  is  not  the  ordi- 
nary, familiar,  and  sensible  use  of  the  term  : 
an  office,  according  to  the  ordinary  sense 
of  the  term,  is  different  from  mere  agency, 
and  much  more  confined  in  its  meaning. 
In  some  sense  a  man  may  be  entitled  in 
\the  nature  of  an  office  to  act  in  a  par- 
ticular trade  for  another,  but  according  to 
the  ordinary   sense  and   meaning  of  the 
term  he  does  not  exercise  an  office.     But- 
chers or  bakers  are  not  said  in  ordinary  lan- 
guage to  hold  offices  under  their  customers ; 
neither  are  bankers.     I  must  take  here  the 
ordinary  sense  of  the  word  office,  and  not  a 
recondite,  refined,  and  possible  sense  of  the 
term.     These  bankers  therefore  had  no  office 
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in  the  society,  and  had  not  any  monies  in 
their  hands  by  virtue  of  any  office. 

If  any  authority  had  been  produced  on  the 
subject  I  might  have  deferred  to  it,  but  none 
has  been  suggested.  I  must  therefore  act  on 
my  own  opinion,  and  dismiss  the  petition. 

Petition  dismissed^  without  costs. 


L 

1844 
Feb 


.C.      ^ 

i44.      V 
.  14.  } 


Ex  parte  steward,  in  re 

BLAKE. 


Commissioners i  Reference  to. 

It  is  part  of  the  duties  of  the  commission- 
ers  to  execute  any  reference  made  to  them  hy 
the  Court  of  Review ;  hut  neither  the  Chief 
Judge  of  that  Court  nor  the  Lord  Chancellor 
has  authority  to  compel  them  to  do  so^  in 
case  of  their  refusals 

By  an  order  made  in  this  case  by  the 
Court  of  Review,  it  was  referred  to  the 
commissioner  acting  in  the  prosecution  of 
the  fiat,  to  take  an  account  of  what  was  due 
to  the  petitioners  as  equitable  mortgagees, 
and  to  make  certain  inquiries  respecting 
their  securities.  The  commissioner  declined 
to  make  any  of  the  inquiries  mentioned  in 
the  order,  upon  the  ground  that  the  Court 
of  Review  had  no  jurisdiction  to  direct  a 
reference  to  the  commissioners. 

Mr.  Koe,  on  behalf  of  the  petitioners, 
mentioned  the  case  to  the  Chief  Judge  of 
the  Court  of  Review,  and  afterwards,  at  his 
suggestion,  to  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

*  The  LoBD  Chancellor  stated  his  opi- 
nion to  be,  that  the  commissioner  ought 
to  have  executed  the  order.  By  the 
act  of  parliament  1  &  2  Will.  4.  c.  56, 
the  commissioners  were  bound  to  perform 
the  same  duties,  and  to  act  in  the  same 
way,  in  all  cases,  as  the  commissioners 
who  were  appointed  in  Lord  Eldon's  time, 
who  had  always  acted  under  such  references. 
One  of  their  duties  was  to  inquire  into  such 
matters  as  were  brought  before  them  on  a 
reference  made  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 
It  was  said  that  the  commissioners  executed 
these  references,  not  as  commissioners,  but 


as  barristers ;  but  it  was  clear  that  ihere 
was  no  gpround  for  this  opinion.     The  form 
of  the  references  under  the  former  ofders, 
and  of  the  retunis  of  the  commissionen, 
shewed  this  very  clearly.     They  were  uni- 
formly thus  : — **  This  Court  doth  order," 
&c.,  and  **  We,  the  commissioneiB,  humbly 
certify,"  &c.,  as  in  any  other  case ;  and  fur- 
ther (which  was  conclusive)  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor had  no  power,  under  the  act,  to  refer 
to  them  as  barristers,  without  the  consent  of 
the  parties :  and  it  was  dear  from  the  orders 
and  returns,  that  the  references  were  not 
made  with  consent,  and  therefore  could  not 
have  been  made  to  them  as  barristers,  but 
as  commissioners,  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing into  effect  the  orders  of  the  Court.     If 
the  commissioners  should  refuse  to  execute 
the  reference,  his  Lordship  was  not  aware 
that  he  had  any  authority  to  compel  them, 
although  such   an  authority  must  reside 
somewhere.     It  had  been  suggested  by  the 
commissioners  that  it  was  contrary  to  public 
policy  to  call  upon  the  commissioners  to 
execute  these  duties ;  but  although  he  had 
the  greatest  respect  for  the  commissioners, 
he  differed  totaUy  from  them  on  this  point, 
and  the  Chief  Judge  was  of  the  same  opinion 
with  his  Lordship. 

The  following  entry  was  made  in  the 
Lord  Chancellor's  secretary's  book : — 

Upon  the  application  of  Mr.  Koe^  stating 
that  a  commisnoner  in  bankruptcy  bad  de- 
clined to  execute  an  order  made  by  the 
Chief  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Review,— 

The  Lord  Chancellor  gave  it  as  his 
decided  opinion,  that  the  reference  oug^t  to 
be  executed  by  the  commisnoner ;  that  the 
reference  is  made  to  the  commissioners,  not 
as  barristers,  but  as  commissioners,  ap- 
pointed to  act  in  the  same  way,  in  all  cases, 
as  the  commissioners  appointed  in  Lord 
£ldon*s  time  acted  under  such  references. 
His  Lordship  considered  that  they  were 
bound  to  act  as  requir^,  but  that  he  had  no 
power  to  oblige  them.  In  confirmation  of 
his  opinion,  his  Lordship  referred  to  the 
references  and  forms  of  former  orders  and 
the  returns  of  the  commissioners. 
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Ex  parte  mvsqrove  tft  re 

1844.        1  MUSOROVE. 

Match  18.  i      Ex  parte  klus  tii  re  mus- 

GROV£. 

Costs  —  Practice  —  Taxation  —  Fees  to 
Counsel. 

A,  issued  a  fiat  against  B,  irregularly, 
B,  filed  a  petition  to  annul  the  fiat.  A.  also 
filed  a  petition  to  annul  the  fiat,  and  for 
liberty  to  issue  a  new  one,  A.  afterwards 
made  a  proposition  to  B,  that  the  fiat  should 
be  annidled  without  contest,  but  did  not  offer 
him  all  he  was  entitled  to,  and  some  negotia^ 
tions  took  place  thereon ;  but  no  agreement 
was  come  to.  Both  petitions  came  on  for 
hearing;  when  the  first  petition  was  granted 
with  costs,  and  the  second  granted  in  a 
qualified  manner  on  payment  of  costs  by  A. 
TheJoUowing  items  in  the  biUs  of  costs  of 
B,  [disallowed  by  the  officer  of  the  Court,) 
were  allowed :  — first,  fee  to  counsel  for 
settling  the  first  petition ; — second,  the  costs 
of  attendances  relating  to  the  above  negotio' 
tions,  and  fee  to  counsel  for  advising  on  A*s 
proposition  ; — third,  fee  to  a  second  counsel 
on  the  hearing  of  the  first  petition ;— fourth, 
fee  to  counsel  for  advising  on  the  course  to 
be  pursued  as  to  the  second  petition ; — fifth,  • 
fee  to  a  second  counsel  on  the  hearing  of  the 
second  petition, 

Messrs.  Ellis  8c  Co.»  being  creditors  of 
Mr.  Musgrove,  issued  a  summons,  dated 
the  Srd  of  September  1843,  under  the  5  &  6 
Vict.  c.  122.  8.  11,  calling  upon  Musgrove 
to  appear  before  the  commissioners  to  an- 
swer as  to  his  debt ;  and  Musgrove  accord- 
ingly appeared  on  the  9th  of  September, 
and  signed  an  admission  of  the  debt,  under 
the  12th  section. 

Messrs.  Ellis  &  Co.,  intending  to  act 
under  the  14th  section,  as  petitioning  credi-. 
tors,  caused  a  fiat  to  be  issued  against  Mus- 
grove, on  the  21st  of  September ;  but,  hav- 
ing reckoned  the  fourteen  days  mentioned 
in  that  section  from  the  date  of  the  sum- 
mons, instead  of  the  date  of  the  admission, 
such  fiat  was  irregular. 

Musgrove's  soHdtor  thereupon  gave  in- 
structions to  counsel  to  settle  a  petition  to 
annul  the  fiat ;  and  a  petition  was  accord- 
ingly settled  by  him,  and  presented  to  the 
Court  of  Review. 


Messrs.  Ellis  &  Co.  also  caused  a  peti- 
tion to  be  presented  to  annul  the  fiat, 
and  for  permission  to  issue  another  fiat. 
After  this  petition  had  been  presented, 
Musgrove's  solicitor  instructed  his  counsel 
to  advise  on  the  course  to  be  adopted,  as  to 
this  petition.  After  both  petitions  had 
been  filed,  an  offer  was  made  by  the  soli- 
citor of  Messrs.  Ellis  &  Co.  to  the  solicitor 
of  Musg^ve,  that,  upon  payment  by  Messrs. 
Ellis  &  Co.  of  certain  costs,  the  fiat  should 
be  annulled,  without  any  contest.  Mus- 
grove's  solicitor  instructed  counsel  to  advise 
on  the  propriety  of  such  an  arrangement,  and 
the  proper  method  of  carrying  it  out.  Some 
negotiations  took  place,  wi&  reference  to 
this  matter,  but  no  agreement  was  come 
to. 

The  petitions  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the 
80th  of  October  1 843 ;  Mr.  Swanston  and 
Mr.  Sturgeon  appearing  for  Musgrove,  as 
petitioner  in  the  one  petition,  and  as  respon- 
dent in  the  other.  Some  discussion  then  took 
place  as  to  the  effect  which  the  negotiations 
above  mentioned  ought  to  have  on  the  ques- 
tion of  costs,  but  his  Honour  was  of  opinion 
that,  as  it  appeared  firom  the  statements  that 
Messrs.  Ellis  &  Co.  had  not  offered  Mus- 
grove the  full  benefit  of  such  an  order  as 
he  would  have  been  entitled  to  at  the  hear- 
ing, such  offer  should  not  be  held  to  have 
any  effect  on  the  costs.  An  order  was  made 
on  both  petitions,  that  the  fiat  should  be 
annulled ;  that  Messrs.  Ellis  &  Co.  should 
pay  Musgrove  his  costs  of  and  incidental  to 
that  application,  and  of  and  incidental  to 
the  annulling  thereby  ordered;  and  that 
the  petitioners,  Messrs.  Ellis  &  Co.,  should 
be  at  liberty  to  strike  a  new  docket,  and  to 
issue  a  new  fiat,  if  they  should  be  so  ad- 
vised, without  prejudice  to  the  question 
whether  such  new  docket  could  be  struck 
by  the  same  petitioning  creditors,  without 
the  leave  of  the  Court,  And  it  was  referred 
to  the  officer  of  the  Court  to  tax  the  aforesaid 
costs  between  the  parties,  if  they  should 
differ  about  the  same. 

Musgrove's  solicitor  sent  in  two  bills  of 
costs,  one  for  each  of  the  petitions,  and  the 
same  were  taxed  by  Mr.  Vizard,  the  deputy 
registrar,  who,  in  such  taxation,  disallowed 
the  fee  to  counsel  for  settling  the  petition 
ex  parte  Musgrove,  the  costs  attending  the 
negotiation  before  mentioned,  the  fee  to 
counsel  for  advising  on  the  petition  expartw 
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Ellis,  and  the  fees  to  a  second  counsel  in 
the  two  petitions. 

A  notice  of  motion  was  served  by  Mus- 
grove  on  Messrs.  Ellis  &  Co.,  for  an  order 
for  the  review  of  the  taxation  of  the  two 
bills  of  costs,  and  in  the  notice  of  motion 
St  was  stated,  that  the  objections  to  the  said 
taxation  of  such  two  bills,  were  "the  dis- 
allowance in  the  bill  of  costs  taxed  in  the 
first-mentioned  matter,  of  the  fee  therein 
charged  to  counsel  for  settling  the  petition 
in  such  first-mentioned  matter,  and  the 
necessary  attendances  thereon,  and  also  of 
the  several  attendances  charged  on  the  21st, 
the  24th,  and  the  25th  days  of  October  last, 
in  such  bill,  relative  to  the  said  petition,  and 
the  proper  mode  of  carrying  out  and  effect- 
ing an  arrangement  thereof,  without  coming 
to  a  hearing ;  and  also  of  the  instructions  to 
counsel  to  advise  on  the  consent  brief  or 
proper  mode  of  carrying  out  such  arrange- 
ment, the  fee  to  and  attendance  upon  him 
in  respect  thereof,  and  also  of  a  brief  and 
fee  to  a  second  counsel,  on  the  beaxing  of 
the  said  petition,  and  the  necessary  attend- 
ances thereon ;  and  the  disallowance  in  the 
bill  of  costs  taxed  in  the  second  mentioned 
matter  of  the  charge  for  preparing  instruc- 
tions to  counsel  to  advise,  the  fee  to  and 
attendances  on  him  incident  thereto;  and 
also  of  a  fee  to  a  second  counsel  and  attend- 
ances on  him,  on  the  hearing  of  the  said 
petition." 

This  motion  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr,  StvansUm  and  Mr.  Sturgeon,  for  Mr. 
Musgrove. 

Mr,  Anderdon,  for  the  petitioning  credi- 
tors. 

•  The  items  mentioned  in  the  notice  of 
motion  were  separately  discussed. 

Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce  said*— There 
was  no  rule  of  the  court  as  to  taxation. 
The  question  in  this  case  appeared,  firom  the 
discussion  on  it,  to  be  of  sufficient  import- 
ance to  justify  a  second  counsel.  To  tax 
off  these  and  the  other  items  from  the  bill, 
would  be  to  leave  them,  unfairly,  to  be  paid 
by  the  suitor,  who  had  been  decided  to  be 
in  the  right. 

All  the  items  were  allowed. 


1844      1      «-■ 
A      '1  22     I  i»«*^«  REED  fH  re  REED. 

Adjudicaium—b  ^  6.VicL  c.  l22.^Rules 
in  Bankruptcy, 

The  ISth  rule  in  Bankruptcy,  under  the 
5^6  Vict.  c.  122,  ordered  to  be  relaxed 
under  special  circumstances. 

By  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122.  s.  23,  it  is 
enacted,  that  a  duplicate  of  the  adjudication 
shall  be  served  on  the  bankrupt,  and  that 
he  shall  be  allowed  five  days  from  the  ser- 
vice of  such  duplicate,  to  shew  cause  against 
the  validity  of  ihe  adjudication. 

By  the  13th  rule  in  bankruptcy,  made 
tmder  this  act,  it  is  directed,  that  a  bank- 
rupt, intending  to  dispute  his  adjudication, 
shall  cause  notice  of  his  intention  to  be 
served  on  the  petitioning  creditor  or  his 
solicitor,  and  the  deputy  registrar  of  the 
court,  two  days  at  the  least  before  the  day 
of  shewing  cause  against  the  adjudication. 

An  application  was  this  day  made  on  the 
part  of  the  bankrupt  to  a  London  commis- 
sioner, that,  under  special  circumstances, 
the  notice  required  by  the  13th  rule  might 
be  dispensed  with,  and  that  cause  might  be 
shewn  against  the  adjudication  immediately, 
•  or  on  the  following  day.  The  commissioner, 
considering  himself  bound  by  the  rule,  re- 
fused the  application. 

Mr,  Sturgeon  now  stated  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  and  renewed  the  appli- 
cation. 

Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce  said,  that 
every  Court  might  relax  its  own  rules  of 
practice  imder  particular  circumstances; 
and  ordered  that,  on  notice  being  given 
before  10  o'clock  at  night,  of  the  intention 
to  dispute  the  adjudication,  the  qaestion 
might  be  brought  before  the  commissioner 
on  the  day  following. 


1844.     \        Ex  parte  hatkes  in  re 
May  6.    /  clarke. 

Savings  Banks — Statutes  9  Geo,  4.  e,  92, 
ani  4  ^  5  Will.  4.  c,  U,— Priority  of  Pay- 
ment out  of  Estates  of  Bankrupt  Office- 
holders. 

The  2Sth  section  of  the  4  ^  5  WiU.  4. 
c.  14.  (giving  priority  of  payment  out  of  the 
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estates  of  bankrupt  office-holders  in  savings 
banks,)  is  not  applicable  to'  savings  banks 
not  established  according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  9  Geo.  4.  c.  92. 

The  certificate  and  opinion  of  the  barrister 
appointed  under  the  9  Geo.  4.  c.  92,  are  not 
conclusive  on  the  questionf  of  the  ndes  and 
regulations  of  a  savings  bank  being  in  con" 
formity  with  law,  and  within  the  provisions 
of  the  act  (section  A). 

The  book  of  rules  and  regulations  of  a 
savings  bank,  although  entered,  deposited, 
and  filed  as  directed  by  the  act,  is  not  bind^ 
ing  on  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  office' 
holder  (section  5). 

The  barrister  appointed  under  the  9 
Geo.  4.  c.  92,  gave  his  certificate,  that  the 
rules  of  the  L,  Savings  Bank  were  conform" 
able  to  law,  and  within  the  provisions  of  the 
act.  And  those  rules  were  entered,  filed, 
and  deposited  as  directed  by  the  act.  By 
the  \  St  rule  it  was  directed,  that  the  saV' 
ings  bank  should  be  under  the  management 
of  a  president,  vice-president,  trustees,  and 
managers,  who  were  not  to  derive  any 
benefit.  By  the  2nd  rule  it  was  directed, 
that  the  committee  of  managers  should  be 
empowered  (among  other  things)  to  elect  a 
treasurer.  Messrs.  C,  ^  Co.  were  elected 
treasurers,  and,  having  money  in  their  hands 
belonging  to  the  savings  bank,  became  bank* 
rupt.  On  a  petition  by  the  trustees  of  the 
savings  bank  for  priority  of  payment, — 
Held,  that  the  L,  Savings  Bank  was  not 
within  the  provisions  of  the  9  Geo.  4.  e,  92, 
and  was  not  entitled  to  priority  of  payment 
out  of  the  estates  of  Messrs,  C,  ^  Co, 

The  Leicester  Savings  Bank  was  esta- 
blished in  1817.  By  the  9  Geo.  4. 
c.  92.  s.  2,  it  was  declared,  that  if  any 
persons  had  formed,  or  shoidd  form 
any  society  in  the  nature  of  a  say- 
ings bank,  and  should  be  desirous  of 
having  the  benefit  of  the  provisions  of 
that  act,  such  persons  shotdd  cause  the 
rules  established  or  to  be  established  for 
the  management  of  such  institution  to 
be  entered,  deposited,  and  filed  in  manner 
thereinafter  directed,  and  thereupon  they 
should  be  deemed  to  be  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  provisions  contained  in  that 
act.  By  the  3rd  section  it  was  provided, 
that  the  rules  should  be  entered  in  a  book, 
and  that  a  transcript  thereof  should  be 


deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the 
county.  By  the  4th  section  it  was  pro^ 
vided,  that  this  transcript,  before  it  was 
deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  should 
be  submitted  to  a  barrister  to  be  appointed 
by  the  Commissioners  for  the  reduction  of 
the  National  Debt,  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining whether  the  rules  were  in  conformity 
to  law,  and  within  the  provisions  of  the  act, 
and  that  the  barrister  should  give  a  certificate 
thereof,  and  then  that  the  transcript  shoidd 
be  laid  before  the  Justices  at  Quarter  Ses- 
sions,  and  that  the  Justices  might  allow  and 
confirm  the  rules.  By  the  5th  section  it 
was  provided  that  this  book  of  rules  so 
approved  by  the  barrister  and  Justices,  and 
deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  should 
be  binding  on  the  several  members  and 
officers  of  the  institution,  and  the  several 
depositors  and  their  representatives. 

The  words  of  the  6th  section  are  as 
follows  : — "  That  no  such  institution  as 
aforesaid  shall  have  the  benefit  of  this  act, 
unless  it  shall  be  expressly  provided  by  the 
rules  and  regulations  for  the  management 
thereof,  that  no  person  or  persons  being 
treasurer,  trustee,  or  manager  of  such  insti* 
tution,  or  having  any  controul  in  the  ma- 
nagement thereof,  shall  derive  any  benefit 
from  any  deposit  made  in  such  institution ; 
save  only  and  except  such  salaries  and 
allowances,  or  other  necessary  expenses,  as 
shall,  according  to  such  rules  and  regula- 
tions, be  provided  for  the  charges  of  manag- 
ing such  institution,  and  for  remuneration  to 
officers  employed  in  the  management  thereofi 
exclusive  of  the  treasurer  or  treasurers, 
trustee  or  trustees,  manager  or  managers,  or 
other  persons  having  direction  in  ^e  ma- 
nagement of  such  institution,  who  shall  not 
directly  or  indirectly  have  any  8a)aryi 
allowance,  profit,  or  benefit  whatsoever 
therefrom,  beyond  their  actual  expenses  for 
the  purposes  of  such  institution." 

After  this  act  had  been  passed,  a  set  of 
rules  was  framed  for  the  management  of  the 
Leicester  Savings  Bank.  These  rules  were 
submitted  to  Mr.  Tidd  Pratt,  the  barrister 
appointed  by  the  commissioners,  and  Mr. 
Pratt,  in  November  1828,  gave  the  certifi- 
cate required  by  the  act.  They  were  then 
laid  before  the  Justices  at  Quarter  Sessions, 
and  allowed  and  confirmed  by  them,  and 
a  transcript  was  deposited  with  the  clerk  of 
the  peace. 
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The  rules  which  had  reference  to  the 
question  discussed  in  this  petition,  were  as 
follows : — "  First,  Management — ^This  bank 
is  under  the  management  of  a  president, 
vice->presidents,  trustees,  and  not  less  than 
fifty  other  managers,  none  of  whom  shall 
derive  any  benefit  whatever,  directly  or 
indirectly,  from  the  deposits  received,  or 
the  produce  thereof.  Second,  Superintend- 
ing Committee — A  committee  of  not  less 
than  ten  managers,  three  of  whom  form  a 
quorum,  is  empowered  to  superintend,  ma* 
nage,  and  conduct  the  general  business  of 
this  bank;  to  add  to  their  number  from 
among  the  managers;  to  fill  up  vacancies 
in  their  own  body  ;  and  to  appoint  a  trea- 
surer, auditors,  secretary,  and  other  officers 
or  servants." 

It  may  be  observed,  that  no  express  pro- 
vision was  made  in  these  rules,  that  the 
treasurer  should  derive  no  benefit  from  any 
deposit,  as  required  by  the  9  Geo.  4.  c.  92. 
8.  6. 

In  1889,  Messrs.  Clarke,  Mitchel,  Philips, 
Se  Smith,  bankers,  at  Leicester,  were  ap- 
pointed treasurers  by  the  committee,  in  the 
place  of  Mr.  Mainfi«ld,  who  retired;  and 
an  account  waa  thereupon  opened  at  the 
bank  of  Messrs.  Clarke  &  Co.,  by  the  sav- 
ings bank,  in  the  ordinary  way. 

Mr.  Clarke,  previously  to  this  appoint- 
ment, was  one  of  the  managers  of  the  savings 
bank. 

The  words  of  the  28th  section  of  the  3  & 
4  Win.  4.  c.  14,  applicable  to  the  question 
on  this  petition  are  as  follows : — "  If  any 
person  dready  appointed  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  said  act,  made  and  passed  in  the 
dth  year  of  the  leign  of  his  late  Majesty  King 
George  the  Fourth^  or  who  may  hereafler  he 
appointed  to  any  office  in  a  savings  hank, 
and  having  in  his  hands  or  possession,  by 
virtue  of  Iub  said  office  or  employ  men  t»  any 
monies  belonging  to  such  savings  bank, 
shall  become  bankrupt,  his  assignees  shall, 
on  demand,  &c.,  pay  out  of  the  estates  of 
such  person  all  sums  of  money  remaining 
due,  which  such  person  received  by  virtue 
of  his  said  office  or  empIo3rment,  before  any 
other  of  his  debts  are  paid  or  satisfied.*' 

In  1843,  Messrs.  Clarke  &  Co.  became 
bankrupt,  and,  at  the  time  of  their  bank- 
ruptcy, they  had  8302.  in  their  hands  be- 
longing to  Uie  savings  bank. 

Mr.  Tidd  Pratt,  on  a  case  being  stated 


to  him,  gave  an  opinion,  that  the  rules  were 
in  conformity  to  law,  and  within  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  9  Creo.  4 ;  and  that  the 
trustees  of  the  savings  bank  were  entitled 
to  the  privilege  of  the  28th  section. 

An  application,  made  by  the  tnistees  of 
the  savings  bank  to  the  country  commis- 
sioner of  bankruptcy  for  the  payment  of 
this  sum  out  of  the  estate  of  the  bankmpts,, 
was  rejected  by  the  commissioner. 

The  trustees  now  presented  a  petition  to 
the  Court  of  Review  to  the  same  effect. 

Mr,  Anderdon  and  Mr.  Metcalfe,  for  the 
petition. — First,  under  the  words,  "who 
may  hereafter  be  appointed  to  any  office  in 
a  savings  bank,*'  in  the  28th  section  of  the 
4  &  5  Will.  4,  all  savings  banks  whatever, 
whether  within  the  provisions  of  the  9  Geo.  4. 
or  not,  are  entitled  to  the  privilege  conferred 
by  the  28th  section.  Secondly,  under  the 
first  rule,  the  requisitions  of  Uie  act  of  9 
Geo.  4.  have  been  complied  with,  the  trea- 
surer being  comprehended  in  the  words 
''trustees  and  managers."  Thirdly,  under 
the  4th  &  5th  sections  of  the  9  Geo.  4. 
c.  92,  the  certificate  and  opinion  of  the  bar- 
rister are  conclusive  on  the  question  of  the 
rules  being  conformable  to  law,  and  within 
the  provisions  of  the  act ;  and  the  book  of 
.  rules,  being  entered,  deposited  and  filed  as 
directed  by  the  act»  is  binding  and  eondusi  ve. 

Mr,  RusseU  and  Mr,  Kenneth  Macaulay, 
for  the  assignees,  contended,  that  the  act  of 
4  &  5  Will.  4.  c.  14.  contemplated  only 
savings  banks  within  the  provisions  of  the 
9  Geo.  4.  c.  92,  and  that  Uie  savings  bank 
in  question  was  not  within  such  provisions, 
as  the  rules  had  not  provided  that  the  trea- 
surer should  receive  no  benefit. 

Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruc£. — ^The  peti- 
tioners seek  a  privilege  against  common 
right,  and  it  is  tberefore  incumbent  on  them 
to  bring  themselves  within  the  language  in 
which  tiiat  privilege  is  expressed.  The  first 
question  is  tiie  meaning  of  the  term  "  savings 
bank,"  in  the  28th  section  of  the  8  &  4 
Will.  4.  c.  14,  which  confers  the  privilege 
in  question.  Now,  as  this  act  mentions  at 
the  outset  the  former  act,  9  Geo.  4«  c.  92, 
and  as  they  both  relate  to  the  same  subject, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court,  in  considering 
the  latter  act,  to  coiistrue  it  in  conjunction 
with  the  former  one.  Taking  the  two  acts 
together,  I  think  it  is  the  policy  of  the  Iaw« 
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and,  if  I  may  use  the  expression,  the  wish 
of  the  law,  not  by  compulsion,  but  by  all 
means  short  of  compulsion,  to  bring  all 
associations  of  this  description  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  9  Geo.  4,  and  that  it 
is  intended  that  no  advantages  shall  be 
conferred  on  societies  who  have  not  brought 
themselves  within  its  provisions.  I  read 
the  28th  section  with  tiiese  considerations. 
[His  Honour  here  read  the  28th  section.] 
It  is  contended,  that  any  savings  bank 
whatever  is  to  have  the  privilege  conferred 
on  it  by  this  section:  I  cannot  so  read  it. 
The  meaning  of  the  words,  "  who  may  here- 
after be  appointed  to  any  office  in  a  savings 
bank,"  is  to  provide  for  the  future,  what  has 
already  been  provided  for  as  to  the  past  by 
the  preceding  line.  The  true  reading  of  the 
clause  is,  as  if  **  or  who  may  hereafter  be 
appointed,"  had  followed  the  words  **  al- 
ready appointed."  I  do  not  know  but  that 
even,  according  to  the  rules  of  grammar  and 
the  ordinary  use  of  language,  this  is  ex- 
pressed by  the  words  as  they  already  stand. 
Taking  the  two  acts  together,  I  am  of  opi- 
nion that,  if  this  is  a  savings  bank  not 
within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  9  Geo.  4, 
it  is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  provided  by 
the  28th  section  of  the  act  of  4  &  5  Will.  4. 

The  question  then  is,  is  this  a  savings  bank 
within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  9  Geo.  4  ? 
[His  Honour  then  stated  the  effect  of  the  first 
five  sections  of  the  9  Geo.  4,  and  read  the 
6th  section.]  Now,  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions of  the  society,  which  are  brought  under 
my  notice,  are  as  follows — [His  Honour 
here  read  the  rules  set  forth  in  the  state- 
ment of  the  case.]  In  the  first  rule,  the 
treasurer  is  not  named,  and  it  is  consistent 
with  the  proper  construction  of  these  rules, 
that  the  treasurer  may  be  one  of  the  man- 
agers. But  the  second  rule  explains  this. 
The  treasurer  is  to  be  appointed  by  the 
managers;  he  is  a  servant  of  their  own ;  he 
may  be  superseded  and  controuled  by  them ; 
he  is  not  one  of  themselves.  I  cannot 
consider  the  treasurer  to  have  been  intended 
by  the  framers  of  these  rules  as  a  manager; 
and  it  is  therefore  not  provided  that  the 
treasurer  shall  not  derive  a  benefit;  and  the 
society  has  not  complied  with  the  requisitions 
of  the  6th  section. 

The  question  which  remains  is,  whether 
the  approbation  of  the  barrister,  and  his 
certificate  accordingly,  and  his  opinion 
subsequently   given,   do   not    afibrd    con- 


clusive evidence  that  the  rules  are  "con- 
formable to  law,  and  within  the  provisions 
of  the  act."  My  opinion  is,  that  if  the 
legislature  had  intended  such  to  be  the 
case,  the  language  of  the  act  would  have 
been  different.  But  it  is  said  that  the  ex- 
pression, that  the  "  rules  should  be  binding 
on  the  members,  ofiScers,  and  depositors, 
and  their  representatives,"  is  conclusive  on 
the  point.  Now  the  object  of  the  petition 
is  to  claim  a  privilege  against  all  mankind ; 
—not  against  members,  not  against  man- 
agers, not  against  ofificers,  not  against  depo- 
sitors, not  against  their  representatives.  It 
is  not  said  that  the  rules  shall  bind  all 
mankind,  but  that  they  shall  be  binding  on 
a  particular  class  of  persons  only.  I  am, 
on  the  whole,  unable  to  arrive  at  the  con- 
clusion, that  the  petitioners  have  established 
their  claim  to  the  benefit  given  by  the  act 
in  question. 

PetUion  dismissed^  without  coats. 


1844 
Feb.  19 


44.  1 

;  Mar.  5./ 


Ex  parte  price  in  re 

GIBBS. 


Reputed  Ownenhip^^Policy  ofAteuranee 
—  Warrant  of  Attorney — BtU  of  Exchange 
— Deposit, 

Three  policies  of  assurance  on  a  life  were 
deposited  by  A,  with  B,  to  secure  a  debt  due 
from  A.  to  B.  No  notice  of  the  deposit  was 
gipen  to  the  offices  with  which  the  insurances 
had  been  effected,  A.  afterwards  became 
bankrupt : — Held^  thai  the  policies  were  in 
the  order  and  disposition  of  A,  at  the  time  of 
his  bankruptcy, 

A  bill  drawn  on,  and  accepted  by,  C,  and 
made  payable  to  A,  was  deposited  by  A,  with 
B,  to  secure  a  debt  due  from  A,  to  B,  No 
notice  of  the  deposit  was  given  to  C,  and  the 
bill  was  not  indorsed  by  A,  to  B,  A.  qfter-' 
wards  became  bankrupt : — Held,  that  B,  was 
entitled  to  the  bill,  and  to  an  order  that  the 
assignees  might  indorse  it  to  him  without 
recourse, 

C.  gave  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  A,  to 
secure  payment  of  a  debt  due  from  C,  to  A, 
D,  who  was  the  solicitor  of  C,  as  the  agent 
of  A,  deposited  this  warrant  of  attorney  with 
B,  to  secure  a  debt  due  from  A,  to  B,  No 
express  notice  of  this  deposit  was  given  to  C, 
A,  afterwards  became  bankrupt: — Held, 
first,  that  the  circumstance  of  D.  being  the 
solicitor  of  C,  did  not  amount  to  notice  to  C. 
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of  the  deposit ;  and  secondly,  that  the  war* 
rant  of  attorney  was  in  the  order  and  dispo- 
sition of  A,  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy. 

On  the  22nd  of  June  1842,  the  petitioner, 
at  the  request  of  Mr.  Pyne,  a  solicitor,  acting 
as  the  agent  of  the  bankrupt  Gibbs,  dis- 
counted a  bill  for  3,000^.,  drawn  on  and 
accepted  by  Gibbs;  and  the  money  was 
paid  to  Gibbs.  Pyne,  at  the  same  time  also, 
as  the  agent  of  Gibbs,  in  order  to  secure  the 
petitioner  from  loss,  deposited  with  him  the 
following  securities,  widi  a  memorandum  in 
writing,  signed  by  Pyne  as  such  agent : — A 
bill  of  exchange,  dated  May  22nd,  1842, 
for  12,3321.  14«.  9(2.,  drawn  by  Gibbs  on, 
and  accepted  by  the  Hon.  Mr.  Wellealey, 
payable  to  Gibbs,  or  his  order,  three  months 
afier  date,  at  the  office  of  Pyne.  A  warrant 
of  attorney,  dated  the  23rd  of  May  1842, 
executed  by  Mr.  Wellesley  to  Gibbs  for 
40,000i[.,  to  secure  payment  of  the  amount 
of  the  above-mentioned  bill  of  exchange  for 
12,332^.  14«.  9d.,  and  another  bill  for 
8,0002.,  dated  the  same  23rd  of  May  1842, 
payable  to  the  order  of  the  bankrupt.  Three 
policies  of  assurance  on  the  life  of  Mr. 
Wellesley. 

The  bill  of  exchange  for  1 2,3322. 14s.  9d. 
was  not,  on  the  above  occasion,  indorsed  by 
Gibbs  to  the  petitioner. 

The  bill  for  3,0002.,  given  by  Pyne  to  the 
petitioner,  was  from  time  to  time  renewed, 
and  on  the  1st  of  March  1843,  the  occasion 
of  the  last  renewal,  the  above-mentioned 
securities  were,  by  a  written  memorandum, 
made  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  debt  due 
to  the  petitioner. 

Gibbs  became  bankrupt  on  the  11th  of 
March  1848. 

Pyne  had  been,  during  the  whole  of  the 
above  period,  the  solicitor  of  Mr.  Wellesley. 

The  petition,  after  stating  the  above  cir- 
cumstances, prayed  that  the  assignees  might 
be  ordered  to  indorse  the  bill  for  1 2,3322. 
14s.  9d.  to  the  petitioner,  and  that  the  secu- 
rities deposited  might  be  sold  in  the  usual 
manner  before  the  commissioner,  and  that 
the  petitioner  might  prove  for  the  residue  of 
his  debt. 

No  notice  had  been  given  to  the  insurance 
offices,  before  the  bankruptcy,  of  the  deposit 
of  the  policies.  No  express  notice  had  been 
given,  before  the  bankruptcy,  to  Mr.  Wel- 
lesley, of  the  deposit  of  the  securities;  but  it 
was  insisted  by  the  petitioner  that  the  cir- 


cumstance of  Pyne,  the  solicitor  of  Mr. 
Wellesley,  being  concerned  in  the  business, 
as  above  mentioned,  amounted  to  notice  to 
Mr.  Wellesley. 

Mr.  Swanston  and  Mr.  De  Gex,  for  the 
petitioner,  cited  the  following  cases— 
Ex  parte  Monro,  Buck»  300. 
Ex  parte  ColviU,  Mont.  110;  s.  c.  9 

Law  J.  Rep.  Chanc.  56. 
Williams  v.  Thorp,  2  Sim.  257. 
Duncan  v.  Chamberlayne,  11  Ibid.  123; 
s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (N.8.)Chanc.  307. 
Gibson  v.  Overhury,  7  Mee.  &  Wels.  555; 
S.C.  lOLaw  J.  Rep.  (N.s.)£xch.  219. 
Ex  parte  Byas,  1  Atk.  124. 
Ex  parte  Greening^  13  Yes.  206. 
Smith  V.  Pickering,  Peake  N.P.C.  50. 
Ex  parte  Brown,  1  Glyn  &  Jam.  407. 
Watkins  v.  Maule,  2  Jac.  &  Walk.  237. 
Ex  parte  Rhodes^  3  Mont.  &  Ayr.  217* 
Smith  V.  Smith,  2  Cr.  &  M.  231 ;  s.  c.  (as 
Smith  V.  Masterman)  3  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.s.)  Exch.  42. 
TibbiisY.  George,  5  Ad.  &  EL  107; 
s.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.8.)  K.B.  255. 
Mr.  RusseU  and  Mr.  Bacon  for  the  assig- 
nees. 

Sir  J,  L.  Knight  Brucb. — I  give  no 
opinion  on  the  recent  case  in  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  (1),  as  this  case  is  different 
from  it.  I  think  the  drcumatances  given 
in  evidence  do  not  establish  notice  to  Mr. 
Wellesley.  Whether  the  rule  be  well  or  ill 
founded,  and  whether  the  exception  be  well 
or  ill  founded,  both  rule  and  exception  are 
now  established  so  as  to  be  binding  authority 
in  this  court.  The  rule  which  this  Court  is 
bound  to  follow,  is  that  laid  down  in  Ea 
parte  Monro  and  Ex  parte  ColviU,  and 
other  cases.  The  exception  is  equally  weU 
established  as  to  negotiable  instruments, 
such  as  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory 
notes  payable  to  order,  which  are  transfer- 
able from  hand  to  hand  by  indorsement.  I 
must,  therefore,  dismiss  the  petition,  with 
costs,  as  to  the  policies  and  ^e  warrant  of 
attorney.  There  must  be  an  account  of 
what  is  due  to  the  petitioner  on  the  security 
of  the  bill.  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  now 
to  order  an  indorsement,  but  I  may  add,  that 
I  think  the  petitioner  will  be  entitled  to  an 
order,  that  the  assignees  should  indorse  the 
bill  without  recourse. 

(1)  Tibbits  V.  George. 
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Ex  parte  oubket  re  glas- 

COTT.* 


Partners-^^Reputed  Ownership — Proof — 
Covenant — Partnership  Debts. 

Upon  the  retirement  of  one  of  three  part^ 
nerSf  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  was 
advertised  in  the  Gazette,  and  their  effects 
were  assigned  to  the  other  two  partners^ 
who  continued  to  carry  on  the  business  in 
co-partnership.  Upon  the  bankruptcy  of 
the  three^  those  effects  were  held  to  belong  to 
the  new  firm ;  and,  notwithstanding  the  busi- 
ness  had  been  carried  on  since  the  dissolution 
at  the  same  place^  and  under  the  same  name 
as  before,  not  to  be  in  the  order  or  disposi' 
turn  of  the  old  firm, 

A  covenant  by  two  continuing  partners, 
with  a  third  who  had  retired,  to  pay  the  debts 
of  the  partnership,  was  held  to  give  no  right 
of  proof  to  the  creditors  of  that  partnership, 
in  competition  with  the  creditors  of  the  two — 
nor  to  entitle  them  to  any  lien  upon  the  part- 
nership  effects  assigned  to  the  two  in  con- 
sideraHon  of  such  covenant, 

George  Minsbaw  Glascott,  Thomas  Town- 
send  Glascott,  and  Mary  Glascott,  carried 
on  the  business  of  copper-merchants  and 
oopper-smelters,  in  co-partnership,  under 
the  firm  of  Glascott,  Brothers,  till  October 
1840,  when  T.  T.  Glascott  retired  from  the 
partnership,  and  thereupon  the  following 
notice  was  published  in  the  London  Gazette : 
—"Notice  is  hereby  given,  that  we,  the 
undersigned,  formerly  carrying  on  busi- 
ness in  co-partnership  togedier  as  copper- 
merchants,  manufacturers,  and  founders,  of 
Great  Chirden  Street,  Whitechapel,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  and  at  Wraysbury,  in 
the  county  of  Bucks,  under  the  firm  of 
Glascott,  Brothers,  have  this  day  dissolved 
such  co-partnership  by  mutual  consent,  so 
far  as  regards  the  under-mentioned  Thomas 
Townsend  Glascott,  and  that  the  business 
will  in  future  be  carried  on  by  the  under- 
signed Mary  Glascott  and  George  Minshaw 
Glascott,  by  whom  all  debts  due  to  and  by 
the  said  firm  will  be  received  and  paid ; 
dated  this  13th  day  of  October  1840." 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  16th  of  Oc- 
tober 1840,  and  made  between  Mary  Glas- 
cott and  George  Minshaw  Glascott  of  the 

*  The  report  of  this  case  has  been  anayoidablj 
postponed. 

New  SsRies,  XIII.— Bankr. 


one  part,  and  T.  T.  Glascott  of  the  other 
part,  reciting  that  the  co-partnership  between 
the  bankrupts  was  on  the  Idth  day  of  the 
then  instant  October,  dissolved  by  mutual 
consent,  so  far  as  regarded  the  said  Thomas 
Townsend  Glascott  only,  and  that  notice  of 
such  dissolution  had  been  published  in  the 
London  Gazette,  the  said  Thomas  Townsend 
Glascott  retiring  from  the  business,  and  the 
said  Mary  Glascott  and  George  Minshaw 
Glascott  agreeing  to  receive  all  debts  due 
to,  and  to  pay  and  indemnify  the  said  Tho- 
mas Townsend  Glascott  against  all  debts 
and  liabilities  due  or  owing  from  the  said 
firm ;  and  further  reciting,  that  it  had  been 
agreed  that  an  estimate  of  the  profits  and 
also  of  the  capital  of  the  said  co-partnership 
should  be  taken  up  to  the  SOth  of  September 
then  last,  and  divided  and  apportioned  be- 
tween the  said  parties  thereto  in  manner 
therein  mentioned,  and  that  the  balance 
which,  after  deducting  all  bad  debts,  losses, 
and  expenses,  should  be  found  to  be  due  to 
the  said  Thomas  Townsend  Glascott,  should, 
when  the  same  should  be  realized,  be  paid 
to  the  said  Thomas  Townsend  Glascott  by 
instalments,  in  manner  therein  mentioned ; 
and  that  it  had  been  agreed  that  the  sum  of 
1 ,0002.  in  part  payment  of  the  balance  which 
might  be  ascertained  and  found  to  be  due 
to  him  should  be  paid  by  the  said  Mary 
Glascott  and  George  Minshaw  Glascott  to 
the  said  Thomas  Townsend  Glascott,  by 
instalments,  in  manner  therein  mentioned : 
— ^Thomas  Townsend  Glascott  assigned 
unto  Mary  Glascott  and  George  Minshaw 
Glascott  his  share  of  the  co-partnership 
property ;  and  the  indenture  contained  a 
declaration  and  covenant,  that  what  upon 
taking  the  account  should  be  found  due  to 
the  retiring  partner,  T.  T.  Glascott,  in  re- 
spect of  his  share  of  the  effects  of  the  part- 
nership, should  be  paid  to  him  by  certain 
instalments ;  and  thereby  Mary  Glascott 
and  George  Minshaw  Glascott  covenanted 
with  T.  T.  Glascott,  to  pay  and  satisfy  all 
the  debts  and  engagements  which  then  were 
or  might  thereafter  become  due  from  the 
firm,  and  also  to  indemnify  him  from  all 
liability  in  respect  thereof. 

After  the  execution  of  this  deed,  the  busi- 
ness was  carried  on  under  the  same  name,  and 
at  the  same  place  as  before.  The  sums  pay- 
able to  the  retiring  partner  under  the  inden- 
ture of  the  16th  of  October  1840,  were  not 
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paid  to  him  in  full,  nor  were  any  acoounts 
rendered  according  to  the  stipulations  of  that 
instrument ;  and  many  of  the  debts  of  the  old 
firm  were  left  unpaid,  when,  on  the  2nd  of 
November  1840,  a  fiat  issued  against  the  old 
firm.  Under  this  fiat,  the  creditors  of  the  old 
firm  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  effects 
which  had  been  so  assigned,  on  the  ground, 
that  they  had  received  no  notice  of  the  disso* 
lution  of  the  partnership ;  that  the  business 
had  been  carried  on  under  the  same  name, 
without  any  apparent  change  of  ownership, 
and  that  they  had,  therefore,  been  kept  in 
ignorance  of  such  change,  and  that  as  these 
debts  had  not  been  paid  by  the  continuing 
partners,  according  to  the  covenant  in  the 
dissolution  deed,  the  old  partnership  pro- 
perty was  still  liable  to  the  payment  of  these 
debts ;  whereas  the  creditors  of  the  new  firm 
insisted,  that  by  the  assignment  the  effects 
of  the  old  partnership  became  absolutely 
vested  in  the  new  firm. 

Some  of  the  creditors  of  the  old  firm  then 
presented  a  petition  to  the  Court  of  Review, 
which,  after  stating  that  the  machinery, 
utensils,  fixtures,  and  other  property  of  the 
old  firm,  including  the  premises  where  the 
business  had  been  carried  on,  remained  un- 
altered, and  submitting  that  they  were  at  all 
events  entitled  to  the  book  debts  due  to  the 
former  partnership,  unless  it  could  be  shewn 
that  the  debtors  had  notice  of  their  having 
been  assigned  to  the  continuing  partners, 
prayed  that  the  proceeds  of  the  partnership 
property,  or  of  such  part  of  it  as  had  be- 
longed to  the  former  firm,  might  be  distri- 
buted among  the  creditors  of  the  old  as  well 
as  of  the  new  partnership. 

Mr,  ^nderdon,  in  support  of  the  pe- 
tition.—After  the  execution  of  the  deed 
of  dissolution,  the  business  was  carried  on 
under  the  same  name,  and  at  the  same 
place  as  before.  The  notice  in  the  OazetU 
was  not  a  notice  to  all  the  creditors,  for 
it  does  not  appear  that  every  creditor  had 
seen  it,  nor  can  it  be  held  to  affect  with 
notice  those  who  had  not.  They  continued 
to  trust  the  old  firm,  and  yet  are  now  told 
that  there  is  no  joint  property  to  satisfy 
their  claims.  The  property  of  the  old  firm 
remained  in  their  reputed  ownership*  More- 
over, if  this  were  not  so,  yet  the  cieditors  of 
the  old  firm  have  a  claim  upon  the  assets, 
as   they  were  assigned  to  the  contmuing 


partners  in  consideration  of  their  covenant 
to  pay  the  debts  of  the  old  firm.  That 
covenant  the  creditors  have  a  right  to  en- 
force, and  by  virtue  of  it,  they  are  creditors 
of  the  new  firm. 

He  cited  Ex  parte  Cooper  (1). 

Mr,  Craig,  for  the  assignees,  oontended, 
that  the  doctrine  of  reputed  ownership  did 
not  apply  between  partners ;  and  that  the 
creditors  of  the  old  firm  could  not  take 
advantage  of  the  covenant  for  pajrment  of 
their  debts,  inasmuch  as  they  were  not 
parties  to  the  instrument  in  which  it  was 
contained.  He  contended  also,  that  Ex  parte 
Cooper  was  an  authority  in  £ivour  rather  of 
the  respondents  than  the  petitionera,  as  Che 
decision  in  that  case  rested  chiefly  upon  the 
absence  of  any  assignment  ham  the  retiring 
to  the  continuing  partner8.-^Hia  further 
aigument  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Sir  John  Cross. — In  this  case,  the  bank- 
rupts carried  on  business  in  co-partiierBhip 
as  copper-merchanto  and  copper^amelters 
until  the  16th  of  October  1840,  when  the 
partnership  was  dissolved,  and  all  the  share 
of  the  retiring  partner  in  the  partnership 
effects  was  assigned  by  deed  to  the  con- 
tinuing partners.  The  latter  carried  on  the 
business  with  the  stoek  in  trade,  whidi  then 
became,  and  was  thenceforth,  the  property  of 
the  two.  It  has  been  argued,  that  this  stock 
in  trade  remained  in  the  order  and  disposi- 
tion of  the  three,  inasmuch  as  the  business 
continued  to  be  carried  on  in  the  same  place, 
and  under  the  same  name ;  and  it  has 
also  been  contended,  that,  according  to 
the  principles  of  equity,  the  covenant  by  the 
two  with  the  retiring  partner  to  pay  the 
debts  of  the  three,  shall  enure  for  the  benefit 
of  the  creditors  of  the  three.  But  no  case 
or  authority  has  been  cited  in  support  of 
either  of  these  propositions.  Let  the  peti- 
tion be  dismissed,  with  oosto  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  fund. 

By  subsequent  arrangement,  the  costs 
were  directed  to  be  paid  out  of  the  joint 
estate  of  the  continuing  partners. 

(n  1  Mont  D.  &  D.  358  ;  i.  e.  10  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.b.)  Bankr.  11. 
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Ex  parte  zwilchenbabt  in 

re  MARSHALL. 


Partners — Order  and  Disposition — yict 
of  Bankruptcy^^SaU  of  aU  the  Partnership 
Property-^Composiiion  with  Creditors, 

M,  4*  R»  carried  on  businesa  in  partner- 
ship together,  A  deed^  dated  in  December 
1840,  recited,  that  M.  ^  R.  were  indebted 
to  the  parties  thereto  of  the  third  part  (their 
creditors  J,  that  they  were  unable  to  pay  their 
debts  in  fMf  that  they  had  proposed  to  pay 
10#.  tfi  the  pounds  and  that  A,  had  agreed  to 
execute  a  covenant  for  the  better  securing  the 
due  and  punctual  payment  of  the  composition 
on  having  the  assignmeni  thereinafter  men^ 
tioned  made  to  him.  7%«  deed  then  con^ 
taineda  covenant  from  A,  for  the  payment  to 
the  creditors  of  the  eompositiony  on  or  before 
October  1841.  The  deed  then  witnessed 
that  M.  ^  R.  assigned  all  the  goods,  debts, 
and  chattels  belonging  to  them  as  copartners 
to  A.  The  deed  was  executed  by  all  the 
creditors  except  V;  who,  however^  was  cog-^ 
nizant  of  all  the  circunutaaees.  M,  ^  R, 
rdinqtUshed  business  after  the  execution  of 
the  deed,  and  A.  took  possession  of  the  goods* 
M,  4*  R^  had  little  or  no  separate  property. 
A.  became  bankrupt  on  June  Srd,  1841,  and 
M,  ^  R,  were  made  bankrupts  on  June  ld<A, 
the  petitioning  creditor  being  V.  On  a  peti* 
tion,  praying  a  declaration  of  right  to  the 
goods,^^Held,  first,  that  the  goods  were  not  in 
the  order  and  disposition  of  A.  at  the  time  of 
his  bankruptcy,  with  the  consent  of  the  true 
owner;  and,  secondly,  that  the  deed  (if  it 
operated  as  a  sale  to  A,)  was  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptey  on  the  part  of  M,  ^  R, 

Whether  the  deed  did  not  operate  merely 
a$  a  deed  of  composition  with  creditors, 
quaere. 

William  MarriioU  the  younger,  and  Henry 
Rodgen,  who  carried  on  business  in  part- 
nenhip  as  ironfounders  at  Liverpool,  having 
become  embarrassed  in  their  circumstances, 
summoned  a  meeting  of  their  creditors,  and 
proposed  to  them  a  composition  in  lieu  of 
their  debts,  which  was  acceded  to. 

In  pursuance  of  this  arrangement,  a  deed 
was  prepared  and  executed  by  all  the  cre- 
ditors except  Mr.  Yickers. 

This  deed,  which  was  dated  the  1st  of 
December  1840,  and  made  between  William 
Marshall  the  younger,  and  Henry  Rodgers 


of  the  first  part ;  William  Marshall  the 
elder,  and  John  MiurshaU  of  the  second  part ; 
and  the  persons  and  firms  whose  names  and 
seals  were  thereunto  subscribed  and  afiixed 
by  themselves  and  their  respective  partners, 
or  other  persons  authorised,  of  the  third 
part,  recited—^'  that  the  said  W.  Marshall 
the  younger,  and  Henry  Rodgers,  as  such 
copartners  as  aforesaid,  were  indebted  to 
the  several  persons  parties  thereto  of  the 
third  party  in  the  several  sums  set  opposite 
to  their  respective  names,  and  that,  being 
unable  to  pay  the  same  in  full,  it  had  been 
proposed  by  them,  and  agreed  to  by  the 
parties  of  the  third  part,  ^at  they  should, 
in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  said 
several  debts  so  respectively  due  to  the  said 
several  parties  thereto  of  the  third  part, 
pay  to  them,  the  said  several  parties  thereto 
of  the  third  part  respectively,  a  composition 
of  10s.  in  the  pound  on  the  amount  of  such 
debts,  by  the  instalments  thereinafter  men<* 
tioned;  and  that  the  said  several  parties 
thereto  of  the  third  part  should  thereupon 
give  and  execute  to  the  said  William  Mar- 
shall the  yoimger,  and  Henry  Rodgers,  an 
efiectual  release  and  discharge  from  the 
said  several  debts ;  and  that  the  said  William 
Marshall  the  elder,  and  John  Marshall  had 
agreed  to  execute  Uie  covenant  thereinafter 
contained,  for  the  purpose  of  better  securing 
the  due  and  punctual  payment  of  the  said 
instalments,  on  having  such  assignment  of 
the  partnership  estates,  property,  and  effects 
of  the  said  William  Marshall  the  younger, 
and  Henry  Rodgers,  as  was  thereinafter 
mentioned  and  contained,  executed  to  them." 

The  deed  then  recited,  that  by  an  inden- 
ture of  even  date  the  leasehold  heredita- 
ments belonging  to  the  said  copartnership 
of  Marshall  and  Rodgers,  had  been  con- 
veyed to  William  Marshall  the  elder,  and 
John  Marshall.  The  deed  then  contained 
a  jcnnt  and  several  covenant  from  William 
Marshall  the  elder,  and  John  MarshaU,  to 
pay  the  several  persons  parties  thereto  of 
the  third  part,  10s.  in  the  pound  on  their 
debts  by  two  instalments,  the  first  of 
7f.  6<f.  in  the  pound,  to  be  paid  on  the  1st 
of  July  1841,  and  the  other  of  2s.  6d.  in  the 
pound  on  the  Ist  of  October  in  the  same 
year. 

It  was  then  by  the  deed  witnessed,  *'  that 
in  pursuance  and  further  performance  of 
the  said  arrangement  and  agreement,  and  in 
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consideration  of  the  covenant  thereinbefore 
contained,  on  the  part  of  the  said  William 
Marshall  the  elder,  and  John  Marshall,  they 
the  said  William  Marshall  the  younger,  and 
Henry  Rodgers,  with  the  privity,  consent, 
and  approbation  of  the  said  several  persons 
parties  thereto  of  the  third  part  respectively, 
and  each  of  them,  did  bargain,  sell,  assign, 
transfer,  and  set  over  unto  the  said  William 
Marshall  the  elder,  and  John  Marshall, 
their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
all  and  singular  the  goods,  wares  and  mer- 
chandise, stock  in  trade,  fixtures,  machinery, 
book  and  other  debts,  bonds,  bills,  notes, 
and  other  securities  for  money,  and  all  other 
the  goods,  chattels,  and  personal  estates  and 
effects  of  and  belonging,  or  due  and  owing 
to  the  said  William  Marshall  the  younger, 
and  Henry  Rodgers,  or  either  of  Uiem,  as 
such  copartners  in  trade  as  aforesaid,  to  hold 
the  same  unto  the  said  William  Marshall 
the  elder,  and  John  Marshall,  their  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  as  their 
own  proper  goods,  chattels,  and  effects.'* 
The  deed  then  contained  an  appointment  of 
William  Marshall  the  elder,  and  John  Mar- 
shall to  be  the  attomies  of  Marshall  & 
Rodgers,  for  getting  in  the  debts  due  to  the 
firm ;  and  a  covenant  by  the  parties  of  the 
third  part,  to  release  Marshall  and  Rodgers 
from  the  debts  due  from  them  to  these  par- 
ties in  the  event  of  their  being  paid  the 
above  composition  within  one  month  after 
the  1st  of  October  1841. 

William  Marshall  the  elder,  one  of  the 
parties  of  the  second  part,  was  the  father, 
and  John  Marshall,  the  other  party,  was  the 
brother  of  William  Marshall  the  younger. 

After  the  execution  of  this  deed,  Williain 
Marshall  the  elder,  and  John  Marshall  gave 
their  joint  and  several  promissory  notes  to 
the  creditors  of  Marshall  &  Rodgers,  who 
had  executed  the  deed,  for  the  above  compo- 
sition, payable  by  instalments,  at  the  times 
mentioned  in  the  deed. 

After  the  execution  of  the  deed,  Marshall 
&  Rodgers  discontinued  their  business  and 
left  Liverpool ;  and  John  Marshall  entered 
into  the  possession  of  the  partnership  goods, 
and  remained  in  such  possession  until  his 
bankruptcy. 

William  Marshall  the  elder  died  in  Feb- 
ruary 1841. 

John  Marshall  became  bankrupt  on  the 
drd  of  June  1841,  and  the  creditors  of  Mar- 


shall &  Rodgers  proved  for  the  amoimt  of 
their  promissory  notes  against  bis  estate, 
and  received  a  dividend. 

A  commission  of  bankruptcy  issued 
against  Messrs.  Marshall  &  Rodgers  on  the 
16th  of  June  1841,  and  the  petitioning  cre- 
ditor was  Mr.  Yickers,  the  creditor  who  had 
not  executed  the  deed. 

The  goods,  stock  in  trade,  &c.  which  had 
belonged  to  Marshall  &  Rodgers  were,  after 
these  bankruptcies,  sold  with  the  consent  of 
the  assignees  both  of  John  Marshall  and 
Marshall  &  Rodgers,  and  the  money  pro- 
duced by  the  sale  was  paid  into  a  bank  at 
Liverpool. 

The  assignees  of  John  Marshall  now  pre- 
sented a  petition,  stating  the  above  hats, 
and  praying  that  this  sum  might  be  paid  to 
them,  as  forming  a  part  of  the  estate  of 
John  Marshall. 

The  passage  in  the  affidavit  in  support  of 
the  petition,  relating  to  the  conduct  of  Mr. 
Yickers,  was  as  follows : — "  That  Mr. 
Yickers,  although  he  did  not  execute  the 
deed,  well  knew  that  the  same  had  beoi 
executed  by  creditors  generally ;  that  he 
resided  at  Sheffield,  and  was  a  friend  of  the 
family  of  Mr.  Rodgers,  and  had  not,  on  that 
account,  executed  the  deed,  and  was  indif- 
ferent as  to  the  payment  of  his  debt ;  that 
he  well  knew  that  the  firm  of  Marshall  & 
Rodgers  was  broken  up,  and  their  business 
discontinued  on  the  execution  of  such  deed, 
and  that  Mr.  Rodgers  had  returned  to  Shef- 
field to  reside  with  his  family ;  that  he 
did  not  make  any  claim  against  the  said 
firm,  or  in  any  way  demand  or  ask  for  pay- 
ment  of  his  bill  against  the  firm,  or  either 
of  the  partners ;  and  that  he  consented  to 
allow  his  name  to  be  used  by  the  other  cxe> 
ditoTs  of  the  firm  as  petitioning  creditor." 

It  was  stated  in  the  affidavits  on  the  part 
of  the  respondents,  the  assignees  of  Mardudl 
&  Rodgers,  that  the  only  separate  estate  of 
William  Marshall  the  younger  was  a  share 
in  the  colliery,  which  had  been  sold  for  lOi., 
and  the  only  separate  property  of  Rodgers 
was  about  85/.,  and  that  his  separate  debts 
amounted  to  a  very  large  sum. 

Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  RaU^  for  the  pe- 
titioners, contended,— first,  tiiat,  although 
Yickers  had  not  executed  the  deed,  yet, 
firom  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  affida- 
vit in  support  of  the  petition,  it  was  to  be 
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infened  that  he  was  a  consenting  party  to 
it,  and  was  bound  by  it ;  secondly,  that,  as 
John  Marshall  had  the  visible  possession  of 
the  goods  from  the  date  of  the  deed  until 
his  bankruptcy,  they  were  in  his  order  and 
disposition  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy, 
widi  the  consent  of  the  true  owner-* 

Fox  ▼.  Fisher,  3  B.  &  Aid.  J  35. 

In  re  Thomas,  1  Phill.  159 ;  s.  c.  12  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Chanc.  59. 
And,  thirdly,  that  the  transaction  was  not 
merely  a  deed  of  composition  with  creditors, 
but  a  bond  fide  sale  by  Marshall  &  Rodgers 
to  William  Marshall  the  elder  and  John 
Marshall.  Such  a  sale  was  not  an  act  of 
bankruptcy— 

Baxter  v.  Pritehard,  1  Ad.  &  El.  456 ; 
s.  c.  3  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  K.B.  185. 

Rose  ▼.  Haycock,  1  Ad.  &  El.  460 ;  s.  c. 
5  Law  J.  Rep.  K.B.  210. 

Mr.  Swansion  and  Mr.  Prior,  for  the 
assignees  of  Marshall  &  Rodgers,  were  not 
called  upon  as  to  the  first  two  points. 

Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce. — There  is  no 
evidence  at  all  as  to  the  consent  of  Vickers. 
He  executed  no  deed,  he  performed  no  act, 
he  took  no  part :  he  merely  stood  by,  an 
indifferent  spectator,  did  nothing,  signed 
nothing.  There  is  no  case  of  accession 
proved  on  his  part.  His  debt  was  not  gone, 
and  be  retained  all  the  remedies  he  was 
originally  entitled  to,  as  creditor  of  Marshall 
&  Rodgers. 

The  next  question  is  the  order  and 
disposition.  I  have  no  intention  of  dis- 
puting the  cases  cited,  and  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  express  any  opinion  on  them.  The 
principle  of  those  cases  does  not  extend  to 
this.  Assuming  this  deed  to  be  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  pos- 
session of  John  Marshall  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  the  possession  by  John  Marshall 
with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner. 

Mr.  Swansion  and  Mr.  Prior,  on  the 
third  point,  contended  that  the  deed  amount- 
ed to  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  cited-* 
DuUon  V.  Morrison,  17  Yes.  198;  s.c. 

1  Rose,  21 8 ;  and 
Carr  v.  Burdiss,  1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  448 ; 
s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Exch.  60. 
Mr.  Bacon,  in  reply. 


Sir  J.  L.  Knioht  Bruce. — Having  dis- 
posed of  the  first  two  points,  the  remaining 
question  is,  is  this  deed  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy ?  I  have  my  doubts  whether  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  parties  to  this  deed  that 
William  Marshall  the  elder,  and  John  Mar- 
shall, were  to  take  it  for  their  own  benefit. 
I  think,  from  the  aspect  of  the  deed,  and 
on  the  evidence,  that  they  were  not  so  to 
take  it.  If  they  were  not  to  take  it  for 
their  own  benefit,  then  it  is  clear  that, 
according  to  the  course  of  authority,  the 
deed  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  Now  I 
must  take  it  that  the  separate  property  of 
Marshall  and  of  Rodgers  was  little  or  no- 
thing. I  must  consider  that  the  whole  of 
their  property  passed.  It  has  been  said,  that 
even  if  the  whole  property  passed,  it  may  be 
regarded  as  a  sale,  and  Rose  v.  Haycock  and 
Baxter  v.  Pritchard  have  been  cited.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  intimate  any  opinion  on 
these  cases.  I  may  assume  they  were 
rightly  decided ;  and,  so  assuming,  I  roust 
say  that  the  kind  of  sale  in  those  cases  is 
in  my  mind  most  materially  different  from 
that  which  is  called  a  sale  in  this  case.  I 
think  it  is  not  a  sale  to  bring  it  within  the 
principle  on  which  Rose  v.  Haycock  was 
decided.  As  this  was  an  instrument  abso- 
lutely disposing  of  the  whole  of  their  joint 
property,  by  persons  who  had  little  or 
no  separate  property,  on  the  occasion  of 
compounding  with  creditors,  to  which  in- 
strument all  the  creditors  were  not  parties, 
and  which  is  impeached  by  one,  I  must  hold 
(and  I  do  so  without  interfering  with  the 
authority  of  either  of  the  cases  cited)  that 
this  deed  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

It  was  ordered,  that  the  frind  should  be 
treated  as  the  property  of  Marshall  &  Rod- 
gers, and  that  the  costs  of  both  parties 
should  be  paid  out  of  the  fund  in  dispute, 
without  prejudice  to  any  question  as  to 
dividends  paid  out  of  John  Marshall's 
estate  or  the  notes  given  by  him. 


1844 
June  26 


fg    >  Ex  parte  3UJTE  in  re  VZAVKBL. 

Mortgagee.'-^Righi  to  hack  Rents. 

A  petition  was  presented  for  the  %8nal 
equitable  mortgagee's  order ^  supported  by  m- 
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dence  not  satisfactory  to  the  Court.  An  order 
was  made  that  it  should  he  referred  to  the 
commissioner  to  inquire  under  what  circum" 
stances  the  title  deeds  came  into  the  petition- 
er's possession.  The  commissioner  reported 
that  a  sum  of  money  was  due  to  the  petitioner 
on  the  security  of  the  mortgaged  property  :— 
Held,  that  the  petitioner  was  entitled  to  the 
back  rents  from  the  date  of  the  order  of  re- 
ference, 

W.  Smith,  a  mortgagee  of  leaseholds 
helonging  to  the  hankrupt,  hy  a  deposit  of  the 
title  deeds,  with  a  written  memorandum, 
presented  a  petition  praying  for  the  usual 
order.  The  evidence,  not  heing  deemed  by 
the  Court,  at  the  hearing  of  the  petition, 
to  be  satisfactory,  an  order  was  made  that  it 
should  be  referred  to  the  commissioner,  to 
inquire  and  ascertain  under  what  circum- 
stances the  indentures  of  lease  came  into, 
and  then  were  in,  the  possession  of  the  peti« 
tioner,  and  whether  he  had  any  and  what 
claim  thereto;  with  liberty  to  state  special 
circumstances,  and  to  apply ;  and  die  con- 
sideration of  costs  was  reserved. 

The  commissioner,  on  this  reference,  re- 
ported that  a  sum  of  money  was  due  to  the 
petitioner  on  the  security  of  the  leaseholds. 

The  petition  now  came  on  to  be  heard  on 
the  report.  The  only  question  was  the 
right  of  the  petitioner  to  the  back  rents ;  it 
being  probable  that  the  sum  produced  by 
the  sale  of  the  security  would  be  less  than 
the  debt. 

Mr.  Swanston,  for  the  petitioner,  asked 
for  the  usual  order  of  sale,  and  the  back 
rents  of  the  leaseholds  from  the  date  of  the 
order  of  reference  to  the  commissioner. 

Mr,  Baeon^  for  the  assignees,  contended, 
that  the  petitioner  was  entitled  to  the  back 
rents  from  the  date  of  the  order  of  sale  only, 
and  cited 

Ex  parte  Biynold,  2  Glyn  &  Jam.  273. 
Ex  parte  Alexander,  Ibid.  275. 
£x  parte  Biynold,  2  Mont.  &  Ayr.  16; 
s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.s.)  Bankr.  1. 

Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce. — ^A  petition  was 
presented  by  an  equitable  mortgagee  for  the 
common  equitable  mortgagee's  order,  sup- 
ported by  evidence  not  satkfaetory  to  the 


Court.  Tlie  order  made  on  the  petition  was 
[his  Honour  here  read  the  order  J.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  is  not  opposed  to  any  au- 
thority which  has  been  mentioned  to  me, 
and  that  it  is  consistent  with  principle,  that 
the  right  to  back  rents  dates  finom  the  time 
when  the  matter  was  first  mentioned  to  the 
Court  The  petitioner  b  therefore  entitled 
to  the  rents  from  the  date  of  the  order  of 
reference  to  the  commissioner. 


1844 
June  29 


9.  I 


Ex  parte  vaughan  in  re 

CLARKE. 


Proof — New  Trustees. 

A,  By  and  C,  were  trustees  under  a  wiU, 
A.  died;  B.  and  C,  became  bankrupt.  Three 
new  trustees  were  appointed  by  the  Court  in 
the  place  of  A,  B,  and  C. 

Three  trustees,  Robinson,  Fhilipps  and 
Clarke,  were  by  a  will  directed  to  stand  pos- 
sessed of  a  sum  of  stock  on  certain  trusts. 
The  stock  was  sold  out  by  the  trustees,  and 
appropriated  by  them.  Afterwards  Robinson 
died;  and  then  Clarke  and  Fhilipps,  who 
were  partners  in  the  firm  of  Clarke,  PhUipps, 
Mitchell,  and  Smith,  became  bankrupt. 

This  was  a  petition  by  the  cestuia  que 
trust,  praying  that  three  persons  (naming 
them)  might  be  appointed  trostees  in  the 
plaee  of  Robinson,  Clarke,  and  Fhilipps,  and 
that  these  persons,  when  so  appointed, 
might  prove  against  the  estates  of  die  bank- 
rupts, Clarice  and  Fhilipps,  in  respect  of  the 
breach  of  trust.  There  were  some  affidavits 
as  to  the  respectability  of  the  persons  pro- 
posed as  new  trustees. 

Mr,  SwanstoUf  for  the  petition. 

Mr,  RusaeU,  for  the  assignees. 

Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce  said,  he  bad 
on  other  petitions  appointed  a  new  trustee, 
in  the  place  of  a  person  who  had  ceased  to 
be  a  trustee  previously  to  the  bankruptcy 
of  the  bankrupt  trustees,  and  that  he  would 
make  the  appointment  prayed  for.  He 
added,  that  he  considered  the  solicitor  who 
presented  the  petition  to  be  answeiable  for 
the  respectability  of  the  persons  proposed  to 
be  appointed. 
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1844.      ( 

July  9 ;    ( 

July  30.    J 


Ex  parte  buckley  in  re 

CLARKE. 

Ex  parte  Christie  in  re 

CLARKE. 


Proof — Partner9 — Joint  and  several  Lia* 
hiUty-^^ountry  BankNotes — Surety, 

A,  B^  C,  and  D,  carried  on  business  in 
co-partnership  as  bankers,  and  became  bank- 
rupt. At  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  X,  had 
in  his  possession  notes  issued  by  the  bank, 
signed  by  A,  in  the  following  form  : — "  / 
promise  to  pay  the  bearer,  on  demand,  5L 
for  A,  B,  C,andD,  (signed J  A,**  X,  proved 
for  the  amount  of  these  notes  against  the 
joint  estate  of  A,  B,  C,  and  D ;  on  a  petition 
by  X,  for  liberty  to  withdraw  his  proof 
against  the  joint  estate,  and  to  prove  against 
the  separate  estate  of  A  '.'^-'Ordered,  that  X. 
might,  on  withdraunng  the  proof  made,  tender 
such  proof  as  he  might  be  advised  against 
the  separate  estate  qf  A,  without  prtjudice  to 
the  question  of  its  legality > 

A  proof  tendered  by  X,  in  this  case,  against 
the  separate  estate  of  A,  having  been  admitted 
by  the  commissioner : —  Ordered,  on  a  peti* 
tion  by  the  assignees,  that  the  proof  should  be 
expunged. 

Messrs.  Clarke,  Mitchell,  Pfailipps,  and 
Smith  carried  on  business  as  bankers,  at 
Leicester,' and  became  bankrupt  on  the  31st 
of  May  1843. 

At  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  the  pe« 
titioner,  Mr.  Buckley,  had  in  his  possession 
notes  issued  by  the  bank,  amounting  to  the 
sura  of  80/.  Some  of  these  notes,  to  the 
amount  of  602.,  were  signed  by  Mr.  Mitchell, 
one  of  the  partners,  and  were  in  the  follow- 
ing form : — 

"  Leicester  and  Leicestershire  Bank. — 
I  promise  to  pay  the  bearer,  on  demand, 
five  pounds,  here  or  at  Messrs.  Williams, 
Deacon,  Labouchere,  Thornton,  &  Co., 
bankers,  London,  value  received. 

"  £5." 

"  For  John  Clarke,  Richard  Mitchell,  Jo- 
seph Philipps,  and  Thomas  Smith, 

"  Richard  Mitchell." 

The  other  notes  were  in  the  same  form, 
and  signed  by  Mr.  Smith,  also  one  of  the 
partners. 

In  July  1843,  Mr.  Buckley  proved  a  debt, 
of  80Z.  against  the  joint  estate  of  Messrs. 


Clarke»  Philipps,  Mitchell  &  Smith,  in  re* 
spect  of  these  notes. 

Mr.  Buckley  then  presented  a  petition, 
praying  that  he  might  be  at  liberty  to  with- 
draw liis  proof  of  sol,  against  the  joint 
estate,  and  to  tender  a  proof  against  the  se- 
parate estate  of  Mr.  Mitchell,  in  respect  of 
the  notes  signed  by  him ;  and  another  proof 
against  the  separate  estate  of  Mr.  Smith,  in 
respect  of  the  notes  signed  by  him.  This 
was  the  petition  ex  parte  Buckley  in  re 
Clarke, 

Mr.  RusseU  and  Mr.  W.  T.  S.  Daniell,  for 
the  petitioner. — Under  the  form  of  these 
notes,  the  petidoner  before  the  bankruptcy 
had,  in  respect  of  each  note,  a  right  against 
the  partners  jointly,  and  also  a  right  against 
the  partner  who  signed  the  notes  severally 
— Hall  V.  Smith  (I),  a  case  which  has  been 
often  referred  to,  and  never  once  questioned 
or  disputed.  The  petitioner  had,  therefore, 
after  the  bankruptcy,  in  respect  of  each 
note,  the  right  to  elect  between  the  joint 
estate  of  the  partners  and  the  separate  estate 
of  the  partner  who  signed  the  note.  The 
petitioner,  at  the  time  he  proved  against  the 
joint  estate,  was  ignorant  of  his  rights.  He 
now  elects  to  prove  against  the  separate 
estates  of  Mr.  Smith  and  Mr.  Mitchell,  and 
seeks  to  withdraw  the  proof  against  the 
joint  estate. 

Mr,  Swanston  and  Mr.  Chapman,  for  the 
assignees,  contended  that  the  note  was  only 
a  joint  note  of  the  partners,  and  cited  Lord 
Galway  v.  Matthew  (2). 

[Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce,  in  the  course 
of  the  argument,  said,  that  had  the  case 
come  before  him  free  from  all  authority,  his 
impression  would  have  been  that  the  note 
was  a  joint  note  only ;  that  the  same  con- 
struction ought  to  be  put  on  the  signature 
of  a  partner  as  would  have  been  put  on  the 
signature  of  a  clerk ;  and  that  the  firm  was 
bound,  but  not  any  one  partner  separately. 
A  different  opinion,  however,  had  been  ex- 
pressed in  the  very  high  authority  which  had 
been  cited  on  behalf  of  the  petitioner.] 

Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce  said,  he  should 
make  an  order  that  the  petitioner,  Mr. 
Buckley,  might  be  at  liberty  to  withdraw 
his  proof  against  the  joint  estate,  and  to 

(1)  1  B.  &  C.  407 ;  8.  c.  1  Law  J.  Rep.  K.  B.  142. 

(2)  1  Campb.  403. 
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tender  such  prooft  against  the  separate 
estates  of  Mr.  Smith  and  Mr.  Mitchell,  as 
he  might  be  advised,  without  prejudice  to 
the  question  of  their  legality.  The  peti- 
tioner to  pay  the  costs  of  the  petition. 

After  this  decision,  Mr.  Buckley  tendered 
a  proof  against  the  separate  estate  of  Mr. 
Mitchell,  in  respect  of  the  notes  signed  by 
him,  and  the  commissioner  admitted  the 
proof. 

The  assignees  of  the  bankrupts  then  pre- 
sented a  petition,  praying  that  the  proof 
might  be  expunged.  This  was  the  petition 
ex  parte  Christie  in  re  Clarke, 

This  petition  was  heard  before  Sir  George 
Rose,  in  the  absence  of  the  Chief  Judge. 

Mr.  Swanston  and  Mr.  Chapman,  for  the 
assignees,  contended  that  on  principle,  and 
according  to  the  authorities  prior  to  HaU 
y.  Smith,  the  notes  in  question  were  joint 
only. 

They  cited  and  remarked  on— 
March  v.  Ward,  Peake's  N.P.C.  130. 
Lord  GaUoay  v.  Matthew,  1  Campb.  403. 
Sayer  v.  Chaytor,  I  Lutw.  696 ;  and 
Doty  V.  B(Ue»,  1 1  Johnson,  544,  an  Ame- 
rican case. 
In  that  case  there  was  a  note  beginning 
with,  '*  /  promise  to  pay,"  and  signed  by 
one  of  the  partners,  with  the  style  of  the 
firm  "  S.  S.  &  Co."     The  Court  held,  that 
the  note  was  joint,  the  meaning  being,  "  I, 
one  of  the  partners,  promise  on  behalf  of 
the  firm." 

Mr.  RusseU  and  Mr.  fV.  T.  S.  DanieU, 
for  Mr.  Buckley,  relied  on  HaU  v.  Smith, 


and  said  that  this  case,  after  it  had  ^faeen 
decided,  had  been  mentioned  with  approba- 
tion by  Mr.  Justice  Bayley,  in  a  note  in  his 
work  on  bills — Bayley  on  Bills,  p.  51,  n. 

Sir  George  Rose  said,  that  the  analogy 
between  the  administration  of  assets  in  bank- 
ruptcy, and  the  course  of  law  by  action  or 
suit,  where  parties  sought  to  be  charged 
were  solvent,  did  not  always  hold.  The 
learned  conunissioner  had,  in  his  decision, 
regarded  the  legal  effect  of  the  case  of  HaU 
V.  Smith  exclusively,  without  taking  into 
consideration  the  equities  between  the  par- 
ties after  bankruptcy.  In  this  case  Mr. 
Mitchell  might  be  regarded  as  a  surety  for 
the  firm,  and  in  that  character  might  have 
been  sued  separately  before  the  bankruptcy. 
But,  as  the  note  was  payable  on  demand, 
and  it  did  not  appear  diat  any  demand  had 
been  made  on  Mr.  Mitchell  previously  to 
the  bankruptcy,  the  note  could  not  now  be 
proved  against  his  separate  estate  after  the 
bankruptcy  (3). 

It  was  ordered  that  the  proof  should  be 
expunged ;  the  costs  of  the  assignees  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  bankrupt's  estate. 

(d)  The  rule  is  stated  thus  by  Mr.  Justice 
Bayley.  in  Rowe  v.  Young,  2  BIL  465.  •*  Wbers  a 
man  engages  to  p«y  upon  demand  what  is  to  be  con- 
sidered his  own  debt,  he  is  liable  to  be  sued  upon 
that  engagement  without  any  previous  demand,  and 
a  teoder  or  readiness  to  pty  must  come  by  way  of 
defence  from  the  defendant ;  but*  if  he  engages  to 
pay  on  demand  what  was  not  his  debt — ^what  he  is 
under  no  obligation  to  pay — what  but  for  aoch  en- 
gagement he  would  never  be  liable  to  pay  to  any  one, 
a  demand  is  essential,  and  part  of  the  plaintili  's 
title."— And  see  £z  parte  Whitworth,  2  Moot  D. 
&  D.  16$,  and  £x  parte  Fairlie,  Sdont.  17. 
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CHANCERY. 


Account — Where  executors  of  lessor  of  a  mine,  en- 
titled to  share  of  profits,  obtain  decree  for  account 
of  profiti,  answers  of  lessees,  defendants,  share- 
holders in,  and  directors  o^  company,  by  which  the 
mines  are  worked,  stating  upon  examination  before 
Master,  that  books  of  company  are  under  controul  of 
the  directors,  that  they  have  made  application,  both 
personally  and  by  letter,  fbr  leave  to  inspect  and 
tidte  extracts  from  those  bodes,  but  their  applications 
hare  been  reftised,  and  that,  without  reference  to 
those  books,  they  are  unable  to  answer  the  inter- 
rogatories, insufficient,  as  thev  are  entitled  to  de- 
mand an  inspection  of  the  books,  and  must  enforce 
that  right,  20. 

Accumulation.    See  Devise. 

Act  of  Partiament.    See  Compensation. 

Administration — Gift  by  will  of  two  sums'  of  stock, 
upon  trust,  for  E.  B.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her 
children;  bQt,if  she  dies  without  children,  then  two 
sums  to  be  considered  as  part  of  testator's  persohid 
estate,  and  be  disposed  of  in  due  course  of  adminis- 
tration. Residue  of  personal  estate,  of  which  he 
shall  die  possessed,  subject  to  his  debts,  &c.  to  E.  B, 
her  executors  and  administrators,  and  E.  B.  ap- 
pointed executrix.  E.  B.  dies  without  children. 
"Due  course  of  administration*'  best  effected,  b^ 
directing  that  E.  B.  take  the  fund  under  the  resi- 
duary clause,  subject  to  debts,  and  testator's  next- 
of-kin  not  entitleof.  Masters  v.  Hooper,  (4  Bro.  CO. 
S07,)  dissented  fhrni,  283. 

Admimstralion  Suit,    See  Legacy. 

AdmiMttrator — ^Evidence  of  death,  and  identity,  where 
party  dies  abroad  on  board  of  a  ship,  101   • 

Certified  copy  of  entry  of  death  of  A,  in  books  of 

superintendent  re^strar,  with  usual  affidavit  of 
identity,  not  suffiaent  evidence  of  death  of  A,  on 
petition  for  payment  to  administrator  of  A.  of  sum 
found  due  to  A,  128 

Affidavit — U]>on  motion  for  ii\}unction  on  amended 
bill,  affidavits  allowed  to  be  read  in  opposition  to 
answer  to  original  bill,  contents  being  confined  to 
statements  in  bill,  leftunnoticed  by  answer ;  amended 
bill  being  treated  as  new  bill,  201 

See  Costs. 

Alien.    See  Lunatic. 

Nbw  Sbriss,  XIII.— Indrx,  Chanc,  4*  Bankr, 


AUcTtatUm—ComttVLc^oti  of  will  as  to  restraint  on,  442 
Amendment-^oT  demurrer  put  in  to  plfuntifTs  bill  by 
two  of  dei^dants,  by  subsdtuting  the  word  <*  de- 
fendants" for  "  defendant,"  on  undertaking  of  de- 
fendants to  amend  plaintiff's  office  copy,  32 

—  Where  plaintiff  amends  bill  against  sole  defen- 
dant, after  answer,  by  adding  parties,  six  weeks, 
allowed  b^  13th  Order  of  April  1828,  computed  as 
against  onginal  defendant  from  time  that  his  answer 

'  is  CcT  be  deemed  sufficient,  and  not  from  time  that 
answers  of  new  defendants  are  to  be  deemed  suffix- 
cient  In  support  of  application  to  Court  to  amend, 
not  within  l3th  Order,  affidavit  required  by  13th 
Order  not  snfflcient;  but  Court  will  require  to  be 
satisfied  of  occasion  andnecessity  of  proposed  amende 
ments,  and  that  no  material  inconvenience  will 
thereby  accrue  to  defendant,  99 

— —  If  plaintiff,  at  time  of  amending  bill,  has  taken 
up  a  new  place  of  rendence,  bill  ought  to  be  amended 
by  describing  him  as  of  his  new  residence,  135 

Irregularity  of  order  to  amend  bill  obtained  at 

the  Rolls,  during  pendency  of  motion  in  Vice  Chan- 
cellor's Court  to  dismiss  bill  for  want  of  prosecu- 
tion, 141 

^—  Under  13th  Order  of  1831,  six  weeks  allowed 
for  obtaining  order  to  amend  calculated  from  period 
when  last  answer  to  amended  bill  is  to  be  deemed 
sufficient,  and  not  from  answer  to  original  bill,  277-8 

Leave  to  amend  and  assimilate  bill  to  that  in 

Wallworth  v.  Holt,  where  several  shareholders  of  a 
company  file  bill  against  directors  and  shareholders, 
praving  accounts  and  dissolution,  but  many  share- 
iMMers  are  not  made  parties,  280 

-^—  Eight  days  mentioned  in  the  14th  Order  of  De- 
cember 1833,  to  be  reckoned  one  day  inclusive,  the 
other  exclusive,  317 

—  by  striking  out  name  of  co-plaintiff  and  making 
him  a  defendant,  321 

"  After  answer,"  in  13th  Order  of  3rd  of  April 

1828,  and  of  November  1831,  have  reference  to 
original  bill  only.  Court  alone  jurisdiction  to  make 
order  to  re-amend  bill,  where  bill  amended,  and 
answer  filed  thereto,  and  six  weeks'  time  expired 
from  time  of  answer  to  original  bill  being  considered 
sufficient,  but  six  weeks  had  Aot  elapsed  from  time 
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when  answer  to  amended  bill  was  to  be  considered 
sufficient,  370 
Amendment— FXainiiffa  not  entitled  M  proceed  without 
amending  their  bill  under  a  regular  order  for  that  pur- 
pose ;  liberty  given  to  amend,  but  answer  to  be  deemed 
an  answer  to  amended  bill,  where  bill  filed  by  seve- 
ral plaintiffs,  including  Pattison,  to  restrain  piracy 
of  a  copyright;  and  notice  of  motion  for  injunction 
given  on  same  day,  by  plaintiffs,  including  Pattinson; 
defendants  put  in  answer  inserting  name  Pattinson  ; 

flaintiffs  and  defendants  file  affidavits,  using  name 
attiTison,  who  signs  his  name  Pattinson  to  one 
affidavit ;  defendants  put  in  their  answer,  and  hav- 
ing discovered  the  error  in  .the  name,  insert  it  as 
Pattison ;  plaintiffs  move  and  defendants  object  to 
bill ;  so  plaintiffs  amend  and  move  on  old  notice  :• 
error  in  plaintiff's  name  not  merely  clerical,  and  there 
must  be  a  new  notice.  Plaintiffs  give  new  notice  to 
renew  old  motion,  and  that  affidavits  will  be  read. 
Objection  that  affidavits  cannot  be  read  against 
answer  which  was  in  fact  filed  at  the  same  instant 
with  the  bill  under  the  previous  order,  good,  378 
itfnntti/y-^Construction  or  deed  by  father  of  illegiti- 
mate child  on  the  marriage  of  the  mother,  granting 
annuity  to  trustee  to  be  paid  to  husband,  upon 

auestion,  whether  annuity  ceases  on  the  death  of 
le  child,  103 

-  Tenant  for  life,  not  bound  to  pay  annuities,  but 
annuities  to  be  valued,  and  tenant  ror  life  to  keep 
down  interest  on  such  value  only,  where  A.  granted 
annuities,  which  he  charged  on  real  estate,  and 
entered  into  covenant  to  pay ;  and  also  gave  a  war- 
rant of  attorney  to  confess  jud^ent  for  double  the 
consideration  money;  annuities  to  be  "  repur- 
chased" or  **  redeemed"  upon  certain  conditions ; 
and  by  his  will,  gave  several  legades  and  annuities, 
and  devised  his  real  estates  to  trustees,  to  raise 
money,  in  aid  of  his  personal  estate,  to  pay  debts, 
except  debts,  and  legacies  and  annuities  thereby 
given,  and  to  raise  500/.  per  annum  out  of  the  rents, 
as  an  accumulating  fund  for  discharging  the  mort- 
gages; and,  subject  as  aforesaid,  devised  his  real 
estates  to  W.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  chil- 
dren in  strict  settiement ;  and  personal  estate  was 
insufficient,  329 

jtnntfer — of  married  woman  refusing  to  join  in  hus- 
band's answer,  88 

Defendant,  under  3Sth  Order  of  Au^st  1841, 

may  decline  to  answer  generally,  objection  being 
founded  on  the  bill  being  demurrable,  though  time 
for  demurring  has  expired,  88 

in  English  language  by  foreigner  ignorant  of 

language,  sufficient  Not  necessary  defendant 
should  apply  by  motion  or  petition  for  interpreter. 
"  Sworn  at  the  office  of  the  Clerks  of  Recoros  and 
Writs,  by  the  defendant  M.  M,  by  the  interpretation 
of  B.  C ;  the  said  interpreter  being  first  sworn  that 
he  had  truly,  distinctly,  and  audibly  interpreted 
the  answer  to  the  defendant,  and  will  truly  interpret 
Uie  oath  about  to  be  administered  to  him,"  a  suffi- 
cient jurat  Signature  of  Moorish  Jew,  defendant, 
to  answer,  although  differing  from  his  name  as  writ^ 
ten  in  the  pleadings,  sufficient,  125 

No  attachment  for  not  answering  against  one  of 

several  defendants,  served  with  subpcena  to  answer, 
but  not  required  by  note  at  foot  of  bill  to  answer 
any  of  the  interrogatories ;  but  in  default  of  answer, 
and  afler  time  for  answering  has  expired,  pluntiff 
may  file  traversing  note  against  such  defendant, 
under  the  21st  Order  of  August  1841,  459 

Anticipation — Restraint  against,  124 

See  Baron  and  Feme. 

Appeal — Staying  execution  of  decree  pending,  54 

Appellant  entitied  to  b^n,  when  objection  taken 

by  answer  for  want'of  parties,  set  down  under  39th 


of  Orders  of  1841,  and  allowed,  and  dedskn  ap- 
pealed from,  56 

Appointment,    See  Legacy. 

Apportionment.    See  Rent 

^r6f7ra/ion— Where  award  set  aside  by  reason  of 
arbitrator  correcting  errors  in  accounts  on  sugges- 
tions of  accountant,  to  whom  accounts  were  sub- 
mitted by  consent,  but  with  the  assistance  and  in 
the  presence  of  one  party  only.  Course  of  jiroceed- 
ing  in  mercantile  references  the  same  as  in  other 
references.  Impropriety  of  private  commumcations 
previously  to  making  award,  466 

Attachment  —  Where  persons  in  custody  under,  en- 
titled to  be  discharged,  389 

See  Answer. 

Auctioneer,    See  Executor. 

Banker,    See  Partners.      • 

Banking  Company,    See  Company. 

Bankrupt — Official  assignees  made  defendant  to  fi>re- 
closure  suit,  not  entitled  to  his  costs  from  plaintifi^ 
even  though  by  his  answer  he  claims  no  interest 
except  as  assignee,  and  disclaims  at  the  hearing, 
and  nas  no  assets  of  the  bankrupt's  estate  in  b» 
hands,  10 

W,  father  of  S,  on  the  marriage  of  S,  ^ve  a 

bond  to  trustees  ofmarriage  settlement,  conditioned 
for  payment  of  5,000/.  at  his  deatii.  R,  the  husband 
of  S,  covenanted  with  the  trustees  to  nay  to  them 
5,000/.  after  his  death,  and  assigned  to  tnem  policies 
of  assurance  for  5,000/.,  with  a  declaration  that  mxxm 
received  in  respect  of  policies,  if  they  amounted  to 
5,000/.,  were  to  be  considered  as  a  satxaCaction  of 
the  covenant  Trusts  of  this  5,000/.  (in  the  events 
that  happened)  were  for  S.  for  Ufe,  with  remainder 
to  R.  R,  after  the  marriage,  became  bankrupt,  and 
the  trustees  proved,  as  a  debt  against  his  estate,  for 
the  value  of  nis  covenant,  and  the  sum  received  in 
respect  thereof  produced  431/.  stock,  which  was  in- 
vested in  their  names.  Assignees  of  R.  assigned  to 
W.  all  the  interest  of  R.  under  the  settlement,  whe- 
ther in  the  431/.  or  the  policy  fund.  R.  died,  and 
5,991/.  stock,  produce  or  the  polidea,  was  invested 
in  names  of  trustees.  W.  became  bankrupt  and  died. 
Trustees  of  settiement  entitled  to  hold  two  sums  of 
431/.  and  5,991/.  against  assignees  of  W.  towards 
satisfaction  of  the  bond  of  W,  173 

• Tenant's  fixtures  not  in  "order  and  diaposttion," 

so  as  to  pass  to  assignees,  but  bankers  a  valid  lien 
upon  them,  where  firm  deposit  lease  with  their 
bankers  as  a  security,  several  fixtures  on  premises 
being  property  of  firm;  lease  expires,  and  nrm  con- 
tinue to  occupy  premises  as  yearly  tenants,  and 
afterwards  make  agreement  for  new  lease,  counter- 
part of  which  is  deposited  with  bankers,  and  they 
engage  to  deposit  new  lease  when  obtained;  firm 
then  become  bankrupt,  and  landlord  thereupon  de- 
clares lease  forfeited,  354 

• Effect  of  statements  in  examination  or  balance 

sheet  upon  Statute  of  Limitations,  or  to  shew  cha- 
racter of  advances  by  testator  to  legatee,  461 

See  Parties.    Payment  of  Money  into  Court 

Baptism,    See  Evidence. 

Baron  and  Feme — Refusal  of  Court  to  make  decree  in 
suit,  relating  to  wife's  property,  to  which  wile  is 
party,  but  husband  not  on  the  record,  even  with 
consent  of  all  other  parties  to  suit,  67 

Married  woman,  defendant,  refusing  to  join  in 

husband's  answer,  upon  motion  by  p»intin,  with 
notice,  ordered  to  answer  separately,  within  six 
weeks  from  service  of  such  order,  88 

Usual  order  only  for  payment  of  money  of  ftmc 

covert,  exceeding  200/.,  out  of  court,  though  sum 
will  be  reduced  below  that  amount,  by  costs  to 
which  it  is  liable,  141 
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Ill 


Baron  and  Pemt"  No  order  to  pay  funds  to  married 
woman  or  husband  In  her  right,  on  petition  in 
administration  suit  by  several  persons  beneficially 
interested  in  testator's  personal  estate  (one  a  mar- 
ried woman^,  against  testator  entitled  to  life  interest 
therein,  ana  executor,  the  widow  and  execute  con- 
senting, and  widow  having  previouslv  executed 
assignment  to  married  woman  and  her  husband,  of 
her  life  interest  in  such  part  of  personal  estate  as 
would  be  payable  on  her  death  to  married  woman 
or  her  husoand  in  her  righL  Semble — In  such  case 
bill  is  necessary  to  enable  parties  to  carry  deed  of 
assignment  into  effect,  191 

-  Validity  of  restraint  against  anticipation  in  gift 
of  real  estate  to  married  woman  in  fee,  for  her  sepa- 
rate use.  Lease  invalid,  as  being  an  incumbrance 
on  the  property,  where  freehold  house  settled  on 
married  woman,  in  fee,  for  her  separate  use,  but  so 
that  she  should  not  ^^sell,  mortgage,  charge,  or  in- 
cumber it,"  and  lease  granted  by  her  of  this  house 
to  J.  E,  in  trust  for  husband,  for  thirty-one  years,  at 
a  very  low  rate,  payable  to  husband  and  wife,  and 
survivor  of  them,  and  heirs  and  assigns  of  wife,  and 
J.  E.  did  not  enter  into  any  covenants.  Estate 
effectually  settled  on  wife,  in  fee,  for  her  separate 
use,  but  without  power  to  sell,  mortgage,  charge,  or 
incumber  it,  during  the  coverture,  where  devise  of 
a  freehold  estate  to  married  woman,  in  fee,  followed 
by  declaration  '*  that  she  should  not  sell,  mortgage, 
charge,  or  incumber  the  estate,  and  that  she  should 
have,  receive,  and  take,  such  estate  for  her  own  sole 
and  separate  use,  benefit,  and  disposal,  and  have 

•  the  management  thereof  independent  of  her  hus- 
band, and  the  same  should  not  be  liable  to  his  debts, 
controul,  or  intermeddling,"  228 

-  Where  accumulation  of  rents  of  wife's  separate 
property  received  by  husband  with  her  consent,  on 
nis  death,  form  part  of  his  personal  estate,  235 

■  Covenant  by  husband  in  articles  before  marriage, 
to  settle  annuity  on  wife  after  marriage,  to  be  paid 
in  the  event  of  his  death  or  any  separation  taking 
place,  contrary  to  public  policy  and  morality,  and 
cannot  be  enforced  bv  court  of  equity,  384 

— —  Service  of  copy  oi  bill  on,  389 

■  Husband  entitled  to  purchase-money  for  life  by 
the  curtesy,  where  freehold  property  conveyed  by 
indenture  of  settlement  to  trustees,  in  trust  for 
separate  use  of  wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  such 
persons  as  she  should  appoint,  and,  in  default  of  ap- 
pointment, to  her  right  neirs  for  ever ;  with  power 
to  trustees  to  sell,  and  hold  the  proceeds  upon  the 
like  trusts;  wife  dies  without  exercising  power, 
leaving  her  husband  and  only  son  surviring  her; 
and  trustees  sell  the  property  after  the  wife's 
death,  441 

See  Election.  Legacy.  Marriage  AcL  Settle- 
ment 

Bill — Motion  to  enter  memorandum  of  service  of  copv 
of  bill  on  a  defendant,  under  the  24th  Order  of  26th 
of  August  1841,  to  be  supported  by  affidavit  that 
service  was  made  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 
The  23rd  Order  of  26th  of  August  1841,  not  satisfied 
by  serving  defendant  with  copy  of  office  copy  of 
biU,  176 

Affidavit  of  service  of,  on  husband  and  wife,  by 

serving  on  husband,  389 

■■  Case  within  the  17th  Order,  and  defendant  enti- 

tled to  move  to  dismiss  bill,  where  plaintiff  gave 
undertaking  to  speed,  and  obtained  and  served 
order  for  commission  to  examine  witnesses,  but  did 
not  afterwards  prosecute  it ;  nor  take  any  subsequent 
steps  pointed  out  in  the  16th  and  17  th  Orders 
of  1831,  409 

Bill  of  Revivor — Where  bill  of,  and  supplement  filed, 
ana  as  against  some  defendants  is  simply  a  bill  of 


revivor  only,  it  need  be  set  down  fbr  hearing  only 
against  defendants  made  such  in  respect  of  supple- 
mental matter^  370 

Bill  pro  eonfe$io — Waiver  of  right  of  defendant  to  be 
discharged  under  1  Will.  4.  c.  36.  s.  15,  rule  13,  by 
craving  time  to  answer,  when  brought  up  within 
time  prescribed  by  statute,  to  have  bill  taken  pro 
cotrfessot  27 

£o»^— Whether  bond  for  good  consideration,  binding, 
notwithstanding  it  remained  in^possession  of  testator , 
where  testator,  having  cohabited  with  A.  for  many 
years,  and  had  three  children  bv  her,  executed  bond 
to  secure  to  her  annuity  after  his  death,  and  depo- 
sited it  with  his  solicitor,  for  safe  custody,  when  giv- 
ing instructions  for  bond,  stating  that  he  thought  he 
ought  to  provide  for  A,  as  the  mother  o{  his  children, 
but  that  it  was  not  his  intention  to  break  off  the  con- 
nexion ;  and  evidence  tended  to  shew  that  connexion 
did  in  fact  continue ;  and  bond  remained  in  custody 
of  testator's  solicitor,  and  A  did  not  know  of  its  ex- 
istence till  after  testator's  death,  352 

Canal  Company.  See  Compensation.    Time. 

Charge — Tenant  for  life  pa^^ng  off  charge  on  the  in- 
heritance, primd  facie  entitled  to  that  charge  for  his 
own  benefit,  and  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  inten- 
tion to  exonerate  estate,  presumption  is,  that  tenant 
for  life  pays  the  charge  for  his  own  benefit,  and  not 
for  the  benefit  of  persons  entitied  in  remaindei. 
Statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c  27.  not  applicable  where  no 
assignable  person  liable  to  pay  the  charge,  and  where 
rent,  out  of  which  interest  of  charge  ought  to  be 
pdd  is  receivable  by,  and  belongs  to  same  person 
who  is  entitied  to  the  interest,  309 

—  See  Annuity. 

CAarf'/y— Reluctance  of  Court  to  extend  system  of 
education,  where  funds  of  grammar  scnool  not 
greater  than  are  required  to  carry  out  objects  of 
founder;  more  particularly  where  scholars  will 
probably  lose  the  benefit  of  exhibitions  at  the  univer- 
sities, and  where  instruction  in  other  branches  of 
education  is  given  for  the  payment  of  a  small  annual 
sum.  Refusal  of  application  to  appoint  new  trustees, 
at  expense  of  the  charity,  where  two  only  of  a  body 
of  trustees  dead,  2 

Grant  of  lease  a  breach  of  trust,  and  set  aside ; 

but  account,  under  the  circumstances,  directed  to  be 
taken  only  from  filing  of  information,  where,  in  1695, 
charity  lands,  situate  in  mining  district,  demised  by 

*  trustees  for  200  years,  at  fixed  annual  rent  of  14/. 
3s. ;  no  other  consideration  paid,  and  no  surrender 
of  any  former  lease,  neither  did  lessee  subject  him- 
self to  any  obligations  to  build  or  expend  money  on 
the  land,  but  covenanted  to  pay  reserved  rent,  to 
keep  buildings  and  fences  in  good  and  tenantable 
repair,  and  to  use  upon  the  premises  the  hay,  Sec, 
and  the  soil  and  compost  which  arose  thereon,  and 
to  manure  the  premises  in  a  good  and  husbandly 
manner— the  grant  excepting  mines  and  quarries  of 
coals,  ironstone,  and  other  stone  and  minerals,  with 
liberty  for  trustees  to  search  and  get  same,  and  also 
the  game,  with  liberty  for  three  of  trustees  and  theii 
servants  to  hawk  and  hunt  upon  the  premises ;  the 
founder  of  the  charity,  in  1671,  having  devised  de- 
mised lands,  in  trust  tor  charitable  purposes  to  per- 
sons called  in  will  "  feoffees,"  instead  of  devisees  or 
trustees  ;  and  on  painted  portrait  of  founder,  sus- 
pended in  dining-room  of  hospital,  date  of  which  did 
not  satisfactorily  appear,  was  inscription,  in  gold 
letters: — "It  is  my  will  and  earnest  desire  that 
you  suffer  not,  through  any  neglect  or  unfaithfulness, 
this  house,  or  the  means  thereunto  settied  in  you, 
to  be  disposed  of  otherwise  than  is  expressed  in  the 
settlement  thereof."  In  the  lease,  the  devisees 
were  described  as  "trustees  or  feoffees,"  or  "feof- 
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fees  or  tnutees."  Defendant  to  pay  costs  of  in- 
formation, application  having  been  made  to  him, 
previouflv  to  institution  thereof,  t%  consent  to  can- 
celling of  existing  lease,  and  acceptance  of  new  lease 
at  a  fair  rent,  which  was  declined  by  him.  Semble, 
if  lease  had  been  granted  according  to  mode  of  let- 
ting adopted  and  acted  upon  by  trustees  at  date  of 
lease,  custom  could  not  have  been  considered  to  have 
been  estabUshed  which  would  have  justified  trustees 
in  alienating  charity  estate,  by  granting  leases 
similar  to  the  one  in  question,  81 
CAart/y— Trustees  bound  by  directions  in  will  to  ap- 
ply whole  fund  to  religious  pun>oses;  and  bequest 
a  good  charitable  bequest,  where  testatrix  gave 
residue  to  trustees,  '*  upon  trust,  to  pay,  divide,  or 
dispose  thereof,  unto  or  lor  the  benefit  of  such  socie- 
ties, subscriptions,  or  purposes  (having  regard  to  the 
glory  of  Goa  in  the  ^iritual  welWe  of  his  creatures), 
as  they  shall  in  their  discretion  see  fit ;  and  i  intreat 
them  to  take  the  office  of  almoners  of  my  residue, 
and  permit  me  to  nominate  them  executors  of  this 
my  will,"  169 

Where  testator  has  made  virtual  disposition  of 

property  to  charitable  purposes,  and  particular  object 
cannot  be  defined,  Court  will  endeavour  to  carry 
intention  into  effect,  by  means  of  a  scheme ;  but 
will  not  give  costs  as  between  solicitor  and  dicnt, 
except  with  consent,  392 

See  Mortmain. 

Cho$e  in  Action,  See  Mortgage. 

Club — Bill  by  plaintiff  on  behalf  of  himself  and  other 
members,  except  defendants,  two  of  the  dub  com- 
mittee, for  wasting  and  misapplying  some  of  the 
assets  of  the  club,  and  retaining  the  remainder  for 
account  of  proceeds  of  furniture,  assets,  &c,  Mid 
debts  at  the  time  of  the  dissolution,  where  sustain- 
able, if  it  do  not  seek  a  final  distribution  of  the  funds 
and  the  winding  up  of  the  club,  129 

Bill  filed  by  member  of  club,  on  behalf  of  himself 

and  all  other  persons  (except  three  defendants)  who, 
at  the  time  or  its  di&solution,  were  members  of  the 
club,  and  were  living,  and  personal  representatives 
of  such  of  them  as  were  dead,  against  two  defen- 
dants, H.  and  £,  members  of  late  committee  of  dab, 
charged  with  improper  appropriation  of  monies 
arising  from  the  sale  of  funuture  and  wines  belong- 
ing to  the  dub,  and  a  general  member  of  the  dub  at 
the  time  of  its  dissolution,  but  not  in  any  manner 
connected  with  the  subscriptions  raised  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  furniture  bdonging  to  the  club  which 
had  been  sold  by  the  other  defendants,  praying  an 
account  against  H.  and  £.of  the  monies  recoved  by 
them  in  respect  of  sale  of  furniture ;  and  that  amount 
found  due  from  those  parties  might  be  paid  to 
plaintiff,  as  trustee  thereof^  or  to  bankers  of  dub, 
lor  purposes  of  club,  or  otherwise  as  the  Court  should 
direct ;  and  that  defendants  might  be  compelled  to 

f)roduce  and  deliver  up  all  accounts  and  books  of  the 
ate  dub ;  sustainable  on  demurrer  by  defendants 
H.  and  £,  for  want  of  necessary  parties,  vix.,  the  other 
members  of  committee  of  late  dub  besides  defen- 
dants U.  and  £,  and  parties  who  contributed  funds 
for  carrying  on  the  club  and  for  the  purchase  of 
furniture  for  use  of  club.  Wallworth  v.  Holt,  (4  MyL 
&  Cr.  619 ;  s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (m.s.)  Chanc  138.) 
considered,  142 

See  Partners.     Production  of  Documents. 


legatees,  and  decree  directing  usual  ioqidry  as  la 
debU,  58 

CtHn/Miff  j^Shareholders  in  mining  companies  lying  by, 
anddecliningtoadvance  money  nnr  necessary  wons  of 
the  mine,  whilst  other  proprietors  oontuMie  to  make 
such  advances,  liable  to  have  shares  fbrfdted,  notr 
withstanding  calls  for  such  advances  noC  antboracd 
by  deed  of  partnership,  f6% 

As  to  relief  on  biU  by  some  shareholden  not 


Cohabilaiion.  See  Bond. 

Company — Right  of  shareholders  of  mining  company 

to  inspect  and  make  extracts  from  books,  for  the 

fmrpose  of  accounting  for  profits  to  executors  of 
essor  of  the  mine,  20 

As  to  obtaining  relief  against  assets  of  deceased 

^  member  of  banking  company;  and  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding by  claimants,  where  suits   instituted  by 


praying  a  dissdution  against  directon»  453 

—  See  Parties.    Partnership. 

Compenaaium — Canal  ooomaay  bound  to  make  oom- 

Eensation,  not  only  for  the  ndoe  of  coal  in  the  bed, 
ut  also  for  additiooal  profit  which  could  only  be 
made  by  getting  it,  where  company  wereandionsed 
bjr  act  of  incorporation  to  require  workers  of  anv 
mines  under  canal  to  leave  so  much  coal  on  each 
side  of  canal  as  thev  might  require  lor  the  safety  of 
it;  and  were  to  make  coippensation,  to  be  astessfd 
(if  the  parties  diAsred)  by  a  jury,  434 

See  Time. 

Coflipromise—Parties  entering  into  compromise  re- 
specting a  doubtful  ri^t,  ought  to  stand  on  ejiual 
terms  \  and  to  set  aside  a  compramise  entered  into, 
in  which  the  parties  meet  on  unequal  terms*  it  is  not 
necessary  to  prove  preconcdved  or  deliberate  frand, 
322 

Conduci  <ifSmt,    See  Orders. 

CamUmpt — Liability  of  defendant  attadied  and  oom- 
mitted  to  prison  for  want  of  answer,  and  afterwards 
dischai^a  on  account  of  not  haviiig  been  brought 
to  the  bar  of  the  court  by  &e  pbuntiff^  within  the 
time  Umited  by  11  Geo.  4.  &  1  l¥iiL  4.  c.  36.  s.  15. 
r.  5,  to  be  a  second  time  attadied,  and  oomnutted 
for  want  of  an  answer  in  the  same  suit,  22 

2nd  rule  of  15th  section  of  act  1  WiU.  4.  c  36, 

intended  for  benefit  of  plaintiff;  and  twenty-eicht 
days  therein  mentioned  not  extoided  by  13th  nue ; 
and  plaintiff  need  not  wait  till  expiration  of  two 
calendar  months  before  brinjnng  up  defcmdant  in 
contempt,  for  the  purpose  of  having  bill  taken  ff 
eonfesso  against  him,  79 

• Motion,  that  under  1  WilL  4.  c.  36,  coats  of  con- 
tempt may  be  made  costs  in  the  cause,  and  defen* 
dant  discharged  out  of  custody,  refused,  where  de- 
fendant, who  had  been  committed  fivr  contempt  for 
want  of  answer,  put  in  his  answer,  and  afterwards 
obtained  an  order  to  defend  informd  pamptru^  408 

See  Pauper.    Sheriff. 

Contract — Vahdit}r  of  contract  between  parties  desi- 
rous of  purchasing  estate  advertised  nr  sale  with 
reference  to  estate  if  dther  shall  becooie  the  pur- 
chaser, 388 

Copyright — Certificate  cannot  be  refeired  to  as  evi- 
dence, except  in  connexion  with  denial  by  the  de- 
fendants of  its  legalitv,  where  plaintifis  move  on 
answer,  which  admits  tnat  a  certificate  of  registration 
of  design  has  been  given,  but  denies  that  it  is  legil, 
378 

Corporation — Where  bond  given  by,  for  expenaes  paid 
by  member  of  corporation  in  defending  p»  ssar- 
ranlos  against  members,  not  decreed  to  beddsvcred 
up  to  be  cancelled,  178 

Costs — Where  pauper  delaying  to  serve  order  to  sue 
injbrmd  pauperis,  chargeable  with  tfiaes  costs,  12 

—  Necessity  of  serving  notice  of  motion,  to  obtdn 
order  for  costs  of  a  plea  under  the  31st  of  Orders  of 
3rd  of  April  1828,  32 

Where  replication,  filed  to  defendant's  answer, 

withdrawn,  and  he  is  examined  as  a  witness  by  the 
plaintiff  in  cause,  his  answer  is  to  be  taken  as  tnie, 
and  he  is  entitled  to  his  costs  of  the  suit,  76 

•  Where  application  for  security  for,  grounded  on 

mis-description,  (arising  from  omission  of  plaintil^ 
on  anendmg  hU  bill,  to  state  bis  new  place  of  icsi- 
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dence,)  and  on  eirctimttancei  of  plaindfft,  infant!, 
being  resident  abroad  with  their  next  friends,  re- 
fused, 13ft 

Cm/» — As  to  not  giving,  on  dismissing  ImU  against  the 
defendant  personally,  136 

• Order  on  motion,  that  payment  of  costs  be  stayed 

for  one  month,  to  enable  C.  to  make  such  other 
application  to  the  Court  as  he  might  be  advised, 
where  by  order  of  Court  on  further  directions,  costs 
of  defendant  A.  were  ordered,  when  taxed,  to  be 
paid  to  her  solicitors ;  and  it  afterwards  appeared, 
on  affidavit  of  the  defendant  C's  solicitor,  that  share 
of  A.  in  estate  subject  of  suit,  would  not  be  more 
than  sufficient  to  satisfy  amount  which  defendant  C. 
was  directed  to  retain  in  respect  of  monies,  part  of 
testator's  estate,  advanced  to  A.  by  C,  the  executor; 
A.  being  insolvent ;  and  costs  had  been  taxed,  but 
Master  had  not  signed  his  certificate  of  taxation,  140 

Where  bill  is  taxable  since  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73, 151 

Where  allegations  made  in  a  petition,  and  left  in 

doubt,  no  costs  given  on  either  side,  wt^  respect  to 
affidavits  filed  relative  thereto,  161 

Direction  to  Master  as  to  taxing  costs  where  pe> 

tition  of  vexatious  length,  304 

-  Alteration  of  fees  on  office  copies  of  documents, 
808 

No  rule  to  prevent  Master  from  allowing  for 

three  counsel,  368 

~—  as  between  solicitor  and  client  in  charity  case. 
392 

~—  Defendants  allowed  their  costs  of  counter-affi- 
davits  filed  with  a  view  of  strengthening  their  case, 
although  Question  in  issue  in  tiie  cause  nught  have 
been  dedaed  on  demurrer,  where  plaintiff  obtains 
an  injunction  on  affidavits,  and  the  ii\junction  is 
afterwards  dissolved  with  costs,  434 

Allowance  of,  to  party  opening  the  bidding,  444 

Sec  Insolvent  Debtor.     Mortgage.      Pnsoner. 

Solicitor.    Solicitor  and  Client    Stock.     Trust. 

C0inu^l>-Allowance  of  costs  of  three  counsel,  368 

What  counsel  to  begin  on  cross  petitions  in  lu- 
nacy, 386 

Covenant.  See  Baron  and  Feme.  Vendor  and  Pur<- 
chaser. 

Creditor^  Suit— 'Another  creditors'  suit  instituted 
against  same  parties,  regular,  and  decree  made 
therein,  where  creditors'  suit  instituted  against  exe- 
cutrix and  infant  devisees,  and  usual  decree  was 
made  therein :  but  debt  had  not  been  proved  in  this 
suit,  and  Master  had  not  been  directed  to  inquire  as 
to  proper  parties  to  suit,  146 

As  to  embodying  in  order  direction  that  creditors 

not  coming  in  before  Master  should  be  debarred 
benefit  of  decree,  on  motion  in  creditors'  suit,  for 
preliminary  inquiries  to  be  directed  to  the  Master, 
under  5th  of  New  Orders  of  9th  of  May  1839,  304. 

See  Debtor  and  Creditor. 

Z>e6l— Presumption  of  satis&ction  of,  as  to  moiety  of 
stock  to  which  daughter  is  entitled  io  her  own  right, 
but  not  as  representative  of  her  brother,  where  stock 
standing  in  the  name  of  a  trustee  in  trust  for  L.  B, 
the  &ther,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  son  and 
daughter,  in  equal  shares,  was,  at  the  request  of 
L.  U,  and  with  the  consent  of  ttvo  children,  sold  our, 
and  proceeds  applied  by  L.  E.  to  his  own  use;  son 
dies,  giving  all  his  property  to  his  sister  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  her  children,  with  remainder  over,  and 
appoints  his  sister  snd  C.  his  executrix  and  executor; 
and  L.  E,  upon  the  marriage  of  daughter,  then  of 
full  age,  io  consideration  of  settlement  of  real  estate 
by  husband,  liir  benefit  of  daughter  and  her  issue, 
advances  16,000i,  to  be  applied  in  discharging  in- 
cumbrances on  husband's  estate,  and  covenants  to 
pay  further  sum  of  20,000/.  within  six  months  i^r 


bis  death,  to  uses  of  settlement,  and  also  settles  real 
estates,  295 
•Debtor  and  Creditor — Where  promissory  note  given 
by  debtor  to  creditor,  considered  as  payment,  or 
receipt  of  note  by  creditor  merely  as  giving  extended 
credit  to  debtor,  161 

As  to  settlements  by  heiress-at-Iaw  not  being 

void  against  specialty  creditors  of  ancestor,  under  3 
&  4  Will.  &  M.  c.  14.  and  13  Elix.  c.  5,  unless  fraud 
and  want  of  bona /idee  in  parties  to  settlement,  186 

• — ^  Assignees  not  entitled  to  claim  170/.  from  the 
executrix,  where  party  being  entitled  to  residuary 
esute  under  his  father's  will,  filed  bill  for  an  account 
against  mother,  who  was  executrix;  suit  com- 
promised, executrix  agreeing  to  pay  800/.  to  trus- 
tees, for  benefit  of  the  son  and  his  family,  and  to 
apply  400/.  in  payment  of  some  of  his  debts  in  full, 
and  to  pay  remainder  emon^  such  of  his  creditors 
as  wonfd  accept  a  composition;  none  of  creditors 
acceded  to  arrangement,  and  170/.  remained  in 
executrix's  hands,  and  son  then  became  insolvent, 
258 

—- —  Heir*at-lsw,  having  bought  up  judgment  debts 
affecting  the  estate  of  his  ancestor,  bound  to  answer 
inquiries  contained  in  bill  filed  by  creditor  of  ances- 
tor, for  administration  of  his  estate,  rule  being  that 
defendant  answering  a  bill  must  answer  it  fully. 
Defendant  should  have  defended  himself  againft 
answering  by  plea  or  limited  demurrer,  269 

Plaintiffs,  hop>mercbants,  sell  hops;  purchaser, 

before  he  has  paid  for  them,  enters  into  deed  of 
composition  with  his  creditors,  who  are  to  execute 
the  deed  within  three  months.  Plain ti&,  who  retain 
lien  on  hops,  according  to  custom  of  trade,  sell  them 
for  much  less  than  original  purchase-money,  not 
having  executed  the  deed,  cannot  claim  share  in 
dividend  under  the  deed,  391 

Debte — Charge  of,  upon  corpus  and  income,  205 
Decree — Inconveniences,  short  of  irreparable  mischief, 
may  induce  Court  to  stay  execution  of  decree,  pend- 
ing appeal.  Order  made  for  staying  decree  directing 
monev  to  be  paid  out  of  court,  on  condition  of  party 
appellant  undertaking  to  submit  to  such  order  as 
Court  might  make  as  to  interest  of  fund  and  costs, 
if  unsuccessful  on  appeal,  54 
J)eed—Yfhere  execution  of,  not  controverted,  but  its 
validity  only  disputed,  it  may  be  proved  vivd  voce 
at  the  hearing,  217 

Execution  of,  by  party  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  249 

Demurrer — filed    after  order  obtained  for  leave  to 

amend,  but  befure  service  of  same,  regular,  50 

Neglect  of  solicitor,  occasioned  by  bis  ])ecuniary 

embarrassment,  not  such  an  accident,  mistake,  or 
surprise,  as  will  induce  Court  to  allow  plaintiff  to 
set  down  a  demurrer  for  argument  after  expiration 
of  the  time  allowed  by  34th  Order  of  1841,  473 

-  See  Order.    Partner. 

Deposit  of  Deeds — Deeds  ordered  on  decree  to  be 
deposited  in  Master's  office;  supplemental  bill  after- 
wards filed;  motion  (all  parties  consenting^  that 
other  deeds,  admitted  to  be  in  the  defendant  s  pos- 
session, should  be  deposited  with  Master,  instead  of 
with  the  clerk  of  the  records  and  writs,  refused,  78 

Devieavit  vel  noii— As  to  granting  issue  of,  |o  heir- 
at-law,  as  a  matter  of  course,  and  refusing  where 
special  circumstances  render  it  manifestly  improper, 
194 

Devise— io  son  Michael  of  esUte  A;*  to  son  Henry  of 
estate  B:  and  to  son  Edmund  of  estate  C.  Michael 
dies  in  the  lifetime  of  tesUtor,  leaving  issue,  and  by 
his  will  devises  and  bequeaths  all  his  real  and  per- 
sonal property  upon  certain  trusts:  33rd  section  of 
1  Vict.  c.  26.  saves  devise  to  devisee  himself,  and 
not  to  his  issue  independently  of  him ;  and  therefore, 
benefits  given  to  Michael  under  will  of  his  father, 
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operate  upon  and  pass  by  vHU  of  Michael  in  the  same 
way  as  if  tie  had  survived  the  testator;  fiction  intro- 
duced by  33rd  section  being  intended  to  apply  to 
other  clauses  of  actf  79 
DevUe — Question,  whether  entire  estate  purchased  by 
testator,  passes  under  will.  Where  issue  of  devisaint 
vei  mm  granted  or  refused  to  heir-at-law,  194 

• <*  I  give  and  bequeath  all  my  money,  goods, 

chattels,  estates,  and  effects  of  what  nature  or  kind 
soever,  and  wheresoever  the  same  may  be  found," 
passes  real  estate.     Land  not  converted,  as  far  aa 
will  concerned,  and  money  belongs  to  devisees  of 
land,  where  testator  devises  land,  soon  after  becomea 
imbecile,  and  whilst  in  this  state,  railway  company 
take  the  land  for  railway,  and  value  of  it  ascertained 
by  jury,  in  pursuance  of  the  act,  and  before  money 
is  paid  into  the  bank,  testator  dies.    Testator  a 
vendor  within  1  Will.  4.  c.  60.  s.  16,  where  some  of 
devisees  are  infants,  and  a  conveyance  of  the  land  is 
necessary,  209 
-— —  of  copyhold  estate  to  testator'a  daughter  M.  A. 
for  life,  and,  after  her  decease  to  her  first  child,  male 
or  female,  and  to  his  or  her  heirs  and  assigns,  for 
ever ;  and  if  such  child  should  depart  this  life,  under 
twenty-one,  and  without  leaving  issue,  then  same 
estate  to  second  child  of  body  of  daughter,  and  to 
heirs  and  assigns  of  such  second  child;  and  in  case 
*  such  second  child  die  under  twenty-one,  and  with- 
out leaving  issue,  then  to  third  child  of  body  of 
daughter,  and  ao  on,  to  fourth  and  fifth,  and  all  and 
every  other  child  and  children  of  daughter  as  before- 
said,  regard  being  had  to  seniority  of  age  and  prio- 
rity of  birth  of  such  child  or  children,  and  to  their 
several  and  respective  deaths,  under  age,  and  with- 
out leaving  lawful  issue  of  their  bodies,  <*for,  in 
case  of  issue,  it  is  my  will  that  such  issue  shall 
inherit  the  said  estate;"  and  said  estate  to  him  or 
her,  and  to  his  or  her  heira,  accordingly;  but  in  case 
daughter  die  without  leaving  issue  of  her  body, 
lawfully  begotten,  or  having  issue,  such  issue  die 
under  twenty-one,  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  then 
devise  of  estate  over  to  N.  G.  in  fee  simple.  Daughter 
takes  an  estate  for  life  only,  and  having  died  without 
having  had  any  issue,  devise  over  to  N.  G.  takes 
effect,  322 
— —  Clause  constitutes  executory  devise  on  death  of 
certain  persons,  with  direction  to  accumulate,  and 
must  fail  after  twenty-one  years,  and  income  must 
go  to  next- of  kin,  where  testator  directs  his  pro- 
perty to  be  accumulated  during  lives  of  nine  peraona 
for  benefit  of  all  and  every  the  children  of  said  nine 
persons  which  shall  be  living  at  decease  of  survivor 
of  the  nine,  and  some  of  the  nine  persons  are  still 
living  at  the  end  of  twenty-one  years.    Statute 
against  accumulations  applies  only  where  there  is  a 
positive  direction  to  accumulate,  and  is  not  appli- 
cable to  a  mere  executory  devise,  where,  by  opera- 
tion of  law,  the  Court  would  direct  the  funds  to  be 
accumulated. — *■  McDonald  v,  Bryce,  (2  Keen,  276. 
s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.8.)  Chanc.  173,)  dissented 
from,  394 
- —  of  the  tnist  estates  contained  in  G.'s  will,  on 
trusts  of  A.'s  will,  valid,  and  same  esUtes  well 
vested  in  W,  upon  trusts  declared  thereof  by  A.'s 
will,  where  A.  seised  and  possessed  of  real  and  per- 
sonal estates,  by  will  devised  and  bequeathed  the 
same  unto  and  to  the  use  of  "  E,  P,  and  G,  their 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,"  ac- 
cording to  the  nature  thereof,  and  the  devise  and 
bequest  were  declared  to  be  as  to  a  certain  eatate 
upon  trust  that  *'  the  said  trustees,  and  the  survivors 
and  survivor  of  them,  his  or  her  heirs  and  assigns," 
should  pay  the  rents,  &c.  thereof,  to  the  son  Richard 
for  life,  &c. ;  the  expression  **  the  said  trustees,  and 
the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  his  or  her  heirs 


and  aasignt,"  was  rmated  in  ditbrMt  Mrta  of  the 
will ;  it  was  declared  tkat  the  recelpu  of  the  *'  trus- 
tees, or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  his  or  her 
heirs  and  assigiu,"  for  monies  to  be  received  by 
them,  in  th^  execution  of  the  trusts,  should  be  auN 
fident  dischaiges  to  purchaaeia,  &c.,  and  that  in  the 
sale,  directed  by  the  will,  of  the  estates,  **  the  aaid 
trustees  and  executors,  and  the  survivor  and  survi- 
vors of  them,  his  or  her  executors  and  adminis- 
trators,"  should  apply    the  proceeds  in    manner 
therein  directed;  the  will  directing  the  residuary 
personal  estate  to  be  invested  by  the  said  **  trustees 
and  the  survivor  of  them,  his  or  her  executors  or 
administrators,"  in  freehold  estates  to  be  settled  as 
therein  expressed,  and  declared  that  the  said  *'  tms- 
lees  and  executors  respectively,  their  heirs  and  her 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,"  should  be 
chargeable  only  for  monies  actually  received  by 
them ;  and  no  power  given  in  the  will  for  the  ap* 
pointment  of  new  trustees;  G.  (who  survived  Ids 
co-trustees  E.  and  F.)  and  E.  and  F.  and  B.  were 
appointed  executors ;  and  E.  and  G.  alone  proved 
the  will,  B.  having  died  in  the  teatator'a  liletiaBe, 
and  G,  being  the  sole  surviving  lesal  personal  re- 
presentative of  the  testator  A,  and  auo  the  sole  sor* 
viving  trustee  of  A's  will,  by  his  will  devised  and 
bequeathed  all  the  estates  vested  in  bim  by  the  will 
ofA.  to  W,410 
Z^cvwe— General  power  of  disposition,  first  given  by 
testator,  not  affected  bv  subsequent  restraint  on  alie- 
nation, and  daughter  full  power  to  charge  her  sepa- 
rate estate,  where  testator  gave  his  residuary  estate 
to  trustees  to  pay  annual  proceeds  to  such  persons  as 
his  daughter  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  ap- 
pointment into  her  proper  hands  for  her  aole  and 
separate  uae,  independently  of  her  huaband,  and 
her  receipts  alone  to  be  aufflcient  discharges  to  trus- 
tees, who  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  require  from  his 
daughter  a  separate  receipt  for  each  quarterly  pay- 
ment, it  being  teautor*s  intention  that  the  interest 
should  not  be  sold,  charged,  or  diqioaed  of,  441 

See  Baron  and  Feme.    WilL 

D'ueoverff — Plaintiff  at  law  not  protected  by  answer 
ftom  neceasity  of  producing  documenu  mentaoocd 
in  his  schedule,  where  action  at  law  brought  to  re- 
cover monies  alleged  to  be  due  in  respect  of  a  cus- 
tomary payment  of  Ad*  for  a  (quantity  of  coals :  de- 
fimdant  disputed  custom,  and  insisted  that  quantity 
on  which  the  Ad,  had  been  paid,  bad  frequently 
varied :  secondly,  that  custom  bsd  been  laid  in  d^ 
ferent  terms  bv  psrties  who  represented  the  interest 
which  plaintiff  at  law  now  possessed :  and  also  that 
aome  paymente  to  predecessors  of  plaintiff  at  law 
had  included  a  certain  easement,  under  a  specific 
contract ;  and  filed  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  his 
defence  at  law,  charging  in  ibe  uaual  manner  that 
plaintiff  at  law  had  various  documents  in  his  poises- 
sion ;  plaintiff  at  law  set  forth,  in  a  achedule  to  his 
answer,  a  list  of  documente  in  his  possession  relat- 
ing to  matters  mentioned  in  bill,  and  insisted  that 
thev  related  to  his  title,  and  did  not  relate  to  tide 
of  defendant  at  law,  but  not  expressly  denying  that 
they  related  to  the  variance  in  the  eestom  or  to  the 
equities  on  which  the  bill  was  founded,  33 

Plaintiff  at  law  entitled  to  file  bill  of;  but  prayer 

for  injunction  to  reatrain  defendant  meanwhile  from 
all  proceedings  at  law,  a  prayer  for  relief,  and  fiital 
to  bill  as  a  biU  of  discovery,  301 

SembU,  plea  of  unpaid  purchase-money  to  bfll 

for  discovery  of  title  deeds  in  aid  of  action  at  law, 
bad.  Averment  that  money  was  never  paid,  not 
followed  by  averment  that  money  waa  due  at  time 
of  filing  plea,  insufficient.  An  application  to  stay 
proceedings,  to  enforce  discovery,  pending  appeal, 
not  of  course,  but  made  at  discretion  of  Goart»  nav- 
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Ittg  ngud  to  metits  9t  caie,  luid  ineoiiveiii«iices 
likelj  to  aocrue  to  either  party.  Under  what  cir- 
cumstancea,  stay  of  proceedings,  pending  appeal,  will 
bo  refiuod,  406 

DUeotertf,    See  Production  of  Document^ 

Dismissal  of  BUL    See  Bill.    Orders. 

Dives  Costs.    See  Pauper. 

Dower — Where  on  deyise  for  sale  of  land,  widow  is 
entitled  to  benefits  under  will,  and  to  dower  by 
metes  and  bounds,  210 

SUetim — Where  widow  not  put  to  her  election,  but 
entitled  to  dower  as  well  as  to  benefits  given  to  her 
by  .husband's  will,  in  case  of  devise  for  nde  of  lands, 
out  of  which  widow  is  dowable,  210 

Elegit*    See  Judgment  Creditor. 

JEfi»i/y--Where  bill  sustainable  against  members  of 
committee  of  club,  129 

Bsekeai,    See  Manor. 

Emdenee — What  sufficient  evidence  of  death  of  party 
on  board  ship  to  order  transfer  to  Gtther  and  admi- 
nistrator, lOl 

of  death  and  identity  on  petition  by  administra- 
tor, 128 

Certificate  of  baptism  from    Roman   Catholic 

chapel,  sijpied  by  pnest,  not  good  evidence,  398 

Admissibility  or,  to  explain  advance  of  money  by 

testator  to  husband  of  legatee,  on  the  question  whe- 
ther it  was  an  ademption  of  legacy,  402 

See  Legacy.    Limitations,  Statute  o£ 

Bxamsnation,    See  Witness. 

Exeepiions — Where  exception  to  bill  for  impertinence, 
irregular,  after  replication  and  subpcena  to  rejoin,  317 

Executor — Where  executors  not  liable  to  make  good 
loss  sustained  by  the  auctioneer  becoming  insolvent, 
and  not  paying  over  deposit  money,  although  they 
do  not  issue  le^al  process  against  him,  until  two 
months  afier  time  appointed  fi>r  completing  the 
purchase,  13 

C.  a  right  to  retain,  out  of  A's  assets,  debt  doe 

to  him  as  executor  of  B.  where  A.  died  in  March 
1839,  intestate,  and  indebted  to  B;  C.  took  out 
administration  to  A.  B.  died  in  September  1840, 
having  made  C.  (me  of  his  executors ;  and  C.  proved 
the  will,  416 

Exoneration — Presumption  of,  309 

False  Swearing — what  is,  under  Marriage  Act,  399 

Fees — As  to  office  copies  of  documents,  308 

for  office  copies,  &c.,  374,  5 

Fixtures — Where  in  order  and  disposition  of  bank- 
rupt, 354 

Foreign  Prince — Where  liable  to  Jurisdiction  of  courts 
of  ttiis  country,  107 

Foreigiwr^ Answer,  Jurat,  and  signature  in  case  of 
foreign  defendant,  124 

Grammar  School,    See  Charity. 

Guardian.    See  Will. 

Guardian  and  Ward — Circumstances  under  which 
joint  promissory  note  by  guardian  and  ward,  after 
she  has  attained  majority,  to  secure  balance  of 
guardian's  banker's  account,  is  void  as  against 
(he  ward,  380 

See  Infant 

Heir'Ot'Law,  See  Debtor  and  Creditor.  Devisavit 
▼el  non. 

lf(rir-Zoom— Tenant  for  life,  under  will,  of  articles 
directed  by  wilt  to  be  considered  as  heir-looms,  en- 
titled to  custody  of  these  articles  on  giving  under- 
taking to  deal  with  them  properly,  but  without 
giving  security,  except  there  be  a  case  of  impeach- 
ment, 390 


Impertineuee^    See  Outlaw. 

ItffatU^Vfhere  practice  requires  solicitor  to  be  ap- 
pointed as  guardian  to  put  in  answer  of  infant  de- 
fendant, Court  will  appoint  solidtor  of  its  own 
nomination,  79 

— —  See  Devise.    Trust 

Injunction — K^iUarity  of  order  nmi,  and  order  abso- 
lute for  dissolving  common  injunction,  made  in  the 
long  vacation,  not  upon  a  seal  day,  and  one  clear 
day  s  notice  only  given  before  day  on  which  second 
order  is  obtained,  25 

Right  to  be  protected  in  use  or  enjoyment  of 

property  in  specie,  not  confined  to  articles  possessing 
some  peculiar  or  intrinsic  value,  293 

— —  not  granted  ex  parte  to  restrain  transfer,  where 
transfer  is  to  be  made  of  stock  to  wrong  persons 
through  mistake,  unless  plaintiff  swears  that  he 
believes  defendant  will  avail  himself  of  the  error, 
and  will  refuse  to  make  a  re-transfer,  303 

Answer  to  bill  excepted  to  for  insufficiency,  and 

exception  allowed ;  following  day^  Master's  report  of 
insufficiency  filed ;  same  day  plaintiff  obtains  order 
to  amend  bill  without  costs,  within  three  weeks,  he 
amending  defendant's  office  copy  of  bill,  and  that 
defendantshould  answer  exceptions  and  amendments 
at  same  time :  after  service  of  that  order  on  defen- 
dant, and  on  same  day  order  obtained  for  a  common 
injunction  to  stay  proceedings  at  law:  on  motion 
to  stay  trial,  proceedings  regular,  and  order  made 
accordingly,  334 

•^—  Plaintiff  also  entitled  to  order  to  extend  cpmmon 
injunction,  where  injunction  having  been  granted  to 
stay  trial,  defendant  put  in  his  answer;  plaintiff  ex- 
cepted to  answer,  exceptions  were  allowed,  and 
plaintiff  obtained  order  for  leave  to  amend  within 
three  weeks,  and  for  defendant  to  answer  amend- 
ments and  exceptions  together,  385 

Replication  in  suit  for.  filed  25th  of  March  1843 ; 

plaintiff  obtains  an  order  for  commission  November 
1843;  motion  by  defendanU,  in  May  1844,  to  dis- 
miss under  the  17th  Order  of  1831,  granted,  390 

See  Affidavit  Costs.    Discovery.    Principal  and 

Agent 

Insolvent  Debtor — Provisional  assignee,  made  defen- 
dant to  foreclosure  suit,  not  entitled  to  his  costs  from 
plaintiff,  even  though  he  disclaims  by  his  answer, 
and  6as  no  assets  of  insolvent's  estate  in  his  hands,  9 

Inspection  of  Documents.    See  Account 

Insurance — Right  of  party  voluntarily  paying  pre- 
miums on  policy  of  assurance,  wMch  party  entitled 
to  declines  to  keep  up,  merely  to  repayment,  with  or 
without  interest,  of  sums  pud,  173 

Issue — Motion  for  special  jury  in,  to  be  made  to 
Court  directing  issue,  213 

•— —  See  Master's  Report 

Judgment  Creditor— Right  of  equitable  mortgagees  to 
payment  of  debt,  in  preference  and  priority  to  the 
subsequent  elegit  creditors,  notwithstanding  1  &  2 
Vict  c.  110.  ss.  11,  13.  Right  of  judgment  creditor, 
in  possession  under  elegit,  not  analogous  to  that  of 
purchaser  for  value  without  notice,  so  as  to  give  him 
a  preference  over  prior  equitable  claimant,  288 
Jurat—Form  of,  in  case  of  foreign  defendant,  125 
Jurisdiction — As  to  exemption  of  a  defendant  from 
jurisdiction  of  Courts  in  this  country  for  acts  done 
by  him  as  King  of  Hanover,  or  iu  bis  character  of 
sovereign  prince :  liability  to  be  sued  in  the  courts 
of  this  country  in  respect  of  any  acts  and  transactions 
done  by  him,  or  in  which  he  might  have  been  en- 
gaged as  a  subject  of  Queen  Victoria ;  and  as  to  any 
act  done  by  him  out  of  this  realm,  or  any  act  as  to 
which  it  might  be  doubtful  whether  it  ought  to  be 
attributed  to  the  character  of  sovereign  prince  or  to 
the  character  of  subject,  being  presumed  to  be  attri- 
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butable  rather  to  the  character  of  loverelffn  prince 
Uian  to  the  ehAracter  of  aubject.  In  a  suit  in  thia 
court  against  sovereign  princci  also  a  aubject,  the 
bill  ought,  upon  the  face  of  it,  to  shew  that  the  sub* 
Ject-roatter  of  it  constitutes  a  case  in  which  a  sove- 
reign  prince  is  liable  to  be  aued  as  a  subJecL 
Although,  with  regard  to  English  instruments, 
intended  to  operate  according  to  English  law, 
Court  may  be  able,  even  on  demurrer,  in  a  simple 
case,  to  adjudicate  thereon,  upon  a  mere  aUe* 
gation  that  the  instrument  is  null  and  void;  yet, 
with  regard  to  a  foreign  inatrument,  intended  to 
operate  according  to  a  law  not  known  in  England, 
an  allegation  that  the  instrument  is  void  is  too  vague. 
Question,  whether  instrument  complained  of  was, 
under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  bill,  connected 
with  polidcal  and  state  transactions,  and  a  state  docu- 
ment Appearance  of  defendant  to  bill  no  wuver  of 
any  defence  he  may  have;  and  refusal  of  Lord 
Chancellor  to  relieve  defendant  from  process  of 
Court  served  on  him  whilst  in  this  country,  not 
effect  of  deciding  that  defehdant  is  liable  to  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court,  107 

JwrUdiction  —  Service  of  subpcsna,  and  of  notice  of 
motion  on  defendant  out  of,  216 

— ^  of  Vice  Chancellor  of  England,  where  cause 
having  been  transferred  from  the  Exchequer  under 
the  $  Vict.  c.  5,  and  V.C.  had  first  made  an  order 
in  the  cause,  473 

See  Jury. 

/KTV^Motion  for  special  jury  to  try  issue  directed  by 
this  Court,  properly  made  to  this  Court,  and  not  to 
that  in  which  issue  directed,  216 

i><ue~Constn]ction  of  mining  lease,  as  to  sum  of 
money  made  payable  by  instalments,  being  con- 
sidered as  purehAse-money,  and  not  as  rent,  and  in 
the  tlatot^  of  a  persoAal  debt  firom  lessees,  171 

—  Agreement  for,  not  appearing  to  have  been 
atamped,  when  not  enfordea,  221 

See  Baron  and  Feme.    Vendor  and  Purchaser, 

Legacy-^Executon  of  daughter,  and  not  residuary 
legatees  of  testator,  entitled  to  Aind  bequeathed  to 
daughter,  to  be  employed  for  her  use,  aa  follows:'— 
the  principal  to  be  invested,  and  the  interest  paid  to 
Ms  daughter  during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease 
the  principal  to  become  the  property  of  her  diiU 
dren ;  and  daughter  dies  without  issue,  7 

— ^—  **  Becoming  payable,"  mean  attaining  twenty- 
One  ;  and  grandson  of  testator  who  attains  twenty- 
ohe,  but  dies  before  his  father,  takes  vested  interest  in 
fund,  where  testator  bequeaths  aum  of  money,  in 
tmat,  fbr  son  for  life,  and,  after  his  death,  to  be  di.. 
vided  between  children  of  his  son,  when  they  attain 
twenty-one ;  and  in  case  any  of  the  children  die 
before  their  shares  become  payable,  leaving  issue;, 
their  shares  ^  to  their  issue:  but  in  case  they 
die  before  their  ahares  become  payable,  leaving  no 
issue,  then  their  shares  to  be  divided  amongst  the 
survivors,  16 

— —  P.  B.  and  his  children  take  as  joint  tenants;  and 
promissory  notes,  long  annuities,  and  Columbian 
bonds,  are  not  included  under  the  words  **  cash  or 
monies  so  called,'*  where  testamentary  paper  con- 
tains words—;*  Observing  that  P.  B.  %nd  his  famUy 
are  my  residuary  legatees  for  all  but  cash  oe  moniea 
so  called,"  26 

Surviving  brother  and  sister  entitled  each  to  one- 
sixth  of  fund  bequeathed,  and  legacies  of  deceased 
brothers  and  sister  lapsed  and  undisposed  of,  where 
gift  by  W.  to  his  wife  of  all  his  goods,  chattels,  &c^ 
and  at  her  departure,  for  her  brothers  and  sister, 
and  his  brother  and  sister,  to  have  equal  sbarea 
thereof:  and  at  time  of  making  will,  W.  has  three 
brothers  and  one  sister,  and,  ataame  time,  his  wife 


haa  one  brother  aBdo9e.slstex4Mily  I  Imt^tdfiih 
of  testator  and  his  wiCe,  one  brother  smd  one  aiiler 
only  are  living,  30 

Legacy — Gift  of  Austrian  bonds  in  latter  eodieil  ape* 
cific,  and  a  aubstitution  fior  Austrian  metalliqaeat  nmt 
legacy  of  20,0002.  not  a  substitution  lor  kgaey  of 
5,000/.,  where  A.  by  a  codicil  to  bis  will,  beqoeatlMd, 
— "  In  addition  to  all  other  beouaata  lo  IL»  besidca 
Austrian  metalliqoea  for  104,(M)0  Horina,  1  pre 
5,000/.,"  and  by  a  codicil  of  aubaaq^ieni  dste,  be- 
queathed-^" And  whereaa  I  have,  by  indoraemeMks 
on  two  little  parcelaoontainiog  104  Aualrien  bonds, 
1,000  florins  each,  given  them  to  M. ;  I  confiMi  the 
aaid  disposition,  and  add  to  it  2Q,0OOt  EngHafa  tm- 
rency:"  and  Austrian  metaUiquea  and  Aoatrian 
bonos  were  the  same  sujajfect-matter,  being  gowens- 
ment  obliga^ona: — Polish  and  Auatriao  negetiehle 
securities,  passing  by  delivery,  of  which  A*' at  the 
time  of  his  death  is  possessed  at  Milan,  do  not  pias 
to  Z.  by  codicil,  gmog  to  Z.  *'  all  the  goods  and 
chattels,  plate^  linen,  money  at  the  banker'a^hosaas, 
carriages,  &c.,  testator  might  die  poaaesaed  of  at 
Milan  or  in  Lorabardy,  on  coiiditio»  that  afae  ps&d 
3,000/.  to  CD.,"  41 

— < —  Legatees  living  at  the  end  of  firat  five  yean  do 
not  take  vested  interests  in  the  legadea  to  be  paid 
at  ten,  fifteen,  and  twenty  ^yean}  but-pegFHMDtet 
each  of  those  datet  to  be  made  to  aisehonlf  of 
Watees  aa  shall  be  respectively  living  et  each  time 
ofpayroent,  where  teetat<«  divecta  tatat  rente  of  Ms 
estate,  after  payment  of  oertaio  anDuitiea,  ehott  Iib 
accuinttUted  for  five  yearsv  at  the  end  ofwhich  tine 
he  gives  certain  l^gaciea  oot  of  the  aewsimiletiona  to 
several  parties,  by  namcy  or  ea  meoy  as  mre  than 
living ;  and  the  same  sum  to  be  given  et  the  expi- 
ration of  ten  years  firom  hia  death ;  and  dHto  at 
fifteen  and  twenty  years,  in 

*— —  By  term,  *'  next  legal  repreaeotetivea/*  ncKt<4f- 
kin,  according  to  the  Statutes  of  DiatiiiNillen  in- 
tended ;  fund  to  be  divided  between  them  ptr 
siirpetf  Mnd  not  pmr  coptto  f  and  peraena  to  take  lo 
be  aacertained  at  time  of  diatitbetion  of  fimd,  and 
not  at  time  of  death  of  the  teatator,  wiiere  testator 
bequeathed  interest  of  reaidue  of  hia  estate  to  A«  for 
life,  and  directed  that  after  the  death  of  A.  vMidtte 
should  be  paid  unto  and  to  the  oae  of  K.  V.  and 
M.  B.,  and  be  equally^  divided  between  thcm,ahaK 
and  shave  alike*  if  living ;  but  if  deed,  to  g^  and  be 
equally '  divided  to  and  amongst  veapcciive  neix 
legal  representatives  of  said  N.  Y.  and  M.  B^  ahare 
and  share  alike ;  and  N.  V.  and  M.  B.  died  in  the 
U&Umeof  A.,  147 

Presumption  of  payment  o^  153 

What  a  good  chariuble  bequest,  160 

•~~  1,0001.  oovenaoted  to  be  settled,  by  appointment 
by  Mrs.  C.  of  estates,  belonging  lo  her,  for  benefit 
of  Mrs.  H.,  on  condition  thst  she  reUnquished  to 
her  brother  B.  C.  **  her  right  to  1,0004  charged  on 
estatea  limited  in  marriage  arliclea,"  where,  by 
articles  on  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mra.  C,  Mr.  C 
covenanted  to  settle  estates  belonging  to  him  on 
himself  for  life,  and,  subject  to  a  iointure  for  Mra.  C. 
on  eldest  son  of  marriage  in  tail,  and  that  l,000t, 
part  of  fortune  of  Mrs.  C.,  should,  after  his. death, 
go  to  younger  childr«i  of  marriage ;  and  there  was 
usue  of  the  marriage,  Mr.  B.  C  and  Mra.  U.  ooly, 
193 

Legatee  of  income  of  reddnery  estate  for  life, 

not  aUe  to  give  security  for  refunding  neysut,  not 

•  entitled  to  nave  income  of  reddve  pnd  to  her  for 
life,  where  fund  in  eourl  not  adequate  to  meat  fia- 
bilitiea  to  which  tettator^a  eatate  might  be  anh^tcf, 
and  fund  to  aeonmulate  in  conrt  until  the  eapitnuen 
of  lease  of  coUieriea»  held  by  testator  and  oUipa, 
containing  oneroaa  ooveoania,  the  Master 
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tkat  all  debts  wen  paid,  but  that  lease  would  not 
expire  till  1855,  and  that,  until  that  time,  liabilities 
(if  any)  of  testator's  estate,  in  respect  uf  lease,  could 
not  be  ascertained  or  got  rid  of,  202 

Ltgaey — Fund  for  A.  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  for 
her  children ;  *'  If  she  slisU  die  without  issue,  I  give 
and  devise  the  same  unto  and  coually  among  my 
aurviving  children,  and  their  legalpersonal  repre* 
sentatives,  share  and  share  alike."  Te«taior  has  four 
chHdven  at  date  of  will  and  his  death,  of  whom  A.  dies 
without  leaving  any  children,  having  survived  three 
other  children  of  testator.  Word  "  surviving"  to 
be  taken  as  meaning  **  surviving,"  and  not  *'  other;" 
secondly,  period  orsurvivorship  to  be  referred  to 
death  of  A.  or  perk>d  of  distribution,  and  not  to 
death  of  the  testator;  thirdly,  words  "legal  per- 
sonal representative,"  words  of  representation,  and 
not  of  purchase ;  and  therefore  fund,  on  death  of 
A,  fidis  into  residue,  240 

still  due  to  wife  after  husband's  death,  as  no 

money  passed,  and  no  formal  release  given  to 
trustees,  where  a  legacy  of  100/.  to  married 
daughter;  her  husband  owed  the  testator  100/.; 
and  husband  and  wife  agreed  to  set  off  debt  against 
legacy,  and  signed  legacy  receipt  for  the  amount, 

— ~  Testator  directs  eiecutors,  after  death  of  his 
wife,  to  sell  real  and  personal  estate,  and  to  divide 
produce  thereof  equally  amongst  all  and  every  the 
children  of  his  brothers  and  sisters,  and  his  wife's 
brothers  and  sbters,  share  and  share  alike ;  and  in 
case  of  death  of  any  of  above-mentioned  children,  in 
lifetime  of  wife,  leaving  issue,  then  executors  to  pay 
unto  the  issue  of  such  child  or  children,  his,  her  or 
their  parent's  shsre  equally,  share  and  share  alike. 
Children  or  issue  of  such  of  deceased  children  of  tes- 
tator's brothers  and  sisters,  and  his  wife's  brothers 
and  sisters,  as  die  during  lifetime  of  his  widow,  the 
tenant  for  life,  take  no  interest  in  bequest,  319 
A,  B,  and  C.  not  entitled  beneficially  to  per- 


sonalty not  required  for  debts  of  testator,  who  gave 
all  his  goods,  chattels,  and  personal  estates  lo  A, 

B,  and  C,  upon  trust  to  convert  same  into  money, 
and  apply  net  proceeds  thereof  towards  payment  of 
debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  tlien 
his  real  estate  to  A,  B,  and  C,  on  trust  to  pay  debts, 
and  subject  thereto,  on  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  B. 
and  C.  and  otiier  persons,  and  appointed  A.  B,  and 

C.  his  executors ;  the  will  containing  no  other  dis- 
position of  his  personal  estate,  342 

—  G.  entitled,  out  of  stock,  to  value,  at  widow's 
death,  of  grant  of  new  reversionary  lease,  for  term, 
at  rent,  and  subject  to  covenants  contained  in  old 
lease,  or  as  near  thereto  as  taw  allows,  value  to  be 
ascertained  by  Master,  where  A,  entitled  to  Crown 
lease  of  bouses,  which  would  expire  in  1845,  and  to 
a  sum  of  stock,  by  will  dated  1825,  bequeaths  in- 
terest of  stock  to  wife  for  her  life,  and  directs,  thst 
after  her  decease,  stock  (subject  to  and  after  deduct- 
ing premium  or  sum  of  money  necessary  for  renewal 
of  Crown  lease,  in  case  he  shall  not  hsve  renewed 
such  lease  In  his  lifetime,)  shall  go  to  his  children, 
then  bequeaths  to  his  son  G.  the  houses  comprised 
in  lease,  or  of  which  he  shall  at  bis  decease  have 
obtained  renewed  lease,  to  hold  for  existing  term 
therein,  and  all  benefit  of  renewal  aforesaid,  for  his 
own  benefit,  dies  without  having  renewed  the 
lease,  344 

—  to  nephews  and  nieces,  where  held  to  extend  to 
children  of  nephews  and  nieees,  376 

—  Representatives  of  C.  entitled  to  one-eighth  of 
property  where  testator  gave  interest  of  money  in 
funds  to  wife  during  her  life,  after  which  his 
daughter  M,  if  unmarried,  was  to  receive  same 
untiT  her  death  or  marriage,  when  principal  was  to 
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be  divided  between  hla  eight  sons  and  daughters, 
includiog  his  daughter  M,  or  amongst  such  of  them 
as  should  be  living  at  the  death  of  M  ;  testator  also 
giving  the  children  power  to  take  possession  of  their 
respective  shares,  upon  giving  security  for  payment 
of  interest  to  widow  for  life;  M.  marriea  during 
testator's  life,  and  died  after  widow,  and  one  son, 
Charles,  died  after  testator,  but  before  widow,  377 
Legacv^-Stock  vested  absolutely  in  B.  on  bequest  of 
stock  for  A,  for  life,  and  after  decease  of  A.  the 
stock  to  be  transferred  to  B,  in  case  she  has  attained 
twenty-one,  but  if  B.  has  not  attained  twenty-one, 
interest  or  dividends  to  be  applied  for  maintenance 
of  B.  until  she  attain  twenty-one,  and  upon  her  at- 
taining twenty-one,  stock  then  to  be  transferred  to 
B.  B.  dies  m  the  lifetime  of  A.  under  twenty- 
one,  386 

Where  advance  an  ademption  of,  pro  tanto,  402 

— —  Residue  to  be  divided  mto  as  many  shares  aa 
debCi,  each  share  being  in  proportion  to  amount  of 
debt ;  trust  to  be  construed  as  proceeding  upon  a 
mixed  principle  of  bounty  and  obligation,  and 
therefore,  shares,  attributable  to  debts  of  creditors 
who  died  before  the  testator,  do  not  lapse;  nor  does 
amount  of  residue,  whether  more  or  less  than 
debts,  affect  the  construction;  share  of  residue  attri- 
butable to  debt,  in  respect  of  which  no  claim 
made,  will  go  to  residuary  legatees ;  in  the  esse  of  a 
joint  debt,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  have  surviving 

fiartners  before  the  Court ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  to 
nquire  into  claims  existing  between  surviving  and 
representatives  of  deceased  partners;  and  claim 
made  by  representatives  of  deceased  partner  bene- 
ficially^ interested  in  the  debt,  though  not  the  last 
surviving  partner,  a  sufficient  claim,  where  testator 
gives  the  residue  of  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  to 
convert.  Sec,  and  divide  the  proceeds  amongst  the 
several  persons  creditors  at  the  time  he  executed  a 
conveyance  for  their  benefit,  their  executors,  and 
administrators,  such  payment  and  provision  to  be 
made  to  such  persons  respectively,  their  respective 
executors  and  administrators,  rateably,  and  in  pro- 
portion to  the  amount  of  their  original  debts;  pro- 
vided that  if  any  person  or  persons  claiming  under 
such  trust  shall  not  give  notice  of  such  daim  to 
trustees  within  two  years  after  testator's  death, 
shares  of  such  person  or  persons  shall  go  to  testator's 
residuary  legatees,  445 
-^—  Statements  by  legatee  In  examination  under  his 
bankruptcy,  or  in  the  balance  sheet,  evidence  to 
shew  **  character"  of  advance  made  to  the  lesatee 
by  testator;  namely,  whether  made  as  gins  or 
loans,  46 1 

—  Sec  Annuity. 

Lien,  See  Debtor  and  Creditor.  Solicitor.  Specific 
Performance. 

LimuiatioH9.    See  Charge. 

Limiationif  Staluteof^A**  claim  barrrd  by,  and 
account  consisting  only  of  three  items,  not  the 
subject  of  suit  in  equity;  and  bill  dismissed,  with 
costs,  where  A.  opened  account  with  bankers,  who 
agreed  to  allow  him  3/.  per  cent,  on  the  balances 
In  their  hands  from  time  to  time.  A.  paid  in  one 
sum  and  drew  two  cheques,  leaving  a  oalance  on 
which  interest  was  regularly  allowed  for  some  time, 
but  bankers  then  ceased  to  make  any  entry  respect- 
ing it,  snd  more  than  six  years  after  Isst  entry,  A. 
filed  bill  for  account,  and  for  payment  of  balance 
and  interest,  182 

—  Where  trustee  in  receipt  of  rents  and  profits  in 
that  charscter,  not  allowed  to  take  advantage  of,  194 

Executor  entitled  to  set  off  against  legacy  a  debt 

due  from  legatee  to  testator,  though  such  debt  barred 
by  statute  before  testator's  death.  Sed  quttre,  if 
testator  had  made  himself  personally  responsible  for 
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the  legacy.  Stfttemente  made  by  legatee  in  twlance 
sheet,  or  in  exanination  under  his  bankruptcy,  will 
not  constitute  an  aclinowledgaient  of  debt  within 
statute,  461 

Lunacy.    See  Lunatic. 

Lunatic — ^Jurisdiction  of  Court  to  issue  commission  of 
lunacy  against  alien  residing  in  this  country.  Car- 
riage of  commission  of  lunacy  issued  against  daogh- 
ter  of  Russian  nobleman  by  English  lady,  who  had 
always  resided  in  England,  given  to  maternal  aunt 
of  lunatic  in  preference  to  her  half-brother,  an  alien, 
although,  if  lunacy  was  not  shewn  to  have  begun 
before  a  particular  time,  aunt  would  be  benefitea  by 
will  made  by  lunatic ;  but  leave  given  for  brother  to 
attend  execution  of  commission,  and  to  produce  and 
cross-examine  witnesses,  69 

Rule  as  to  answering  with  committee  or  by 

guardian,  122 

-— ~  Dismiasal  of  bill  by,  for  setting  aside.  &c.  deeds 
executed  while  he  was  in  confinement  in  a  lunatic 
asylum,  where  he  read  them  over  before  he  exe- 
cuted them,  and  suggested  several  alterations,  and 
acquiesced  in  them  ror  several  months  after  his  dis- 
charge from  the  asylum,  249 

a  trustee  within  1  Will.  4.  c.  60,  and  conveyance 

ordered  to  be  made  by  plaintiff's  solicitor  in  name 
of  lunatic,  without  a  reference,  where  after  making 
an  equitable  mortgage  of  freeholds,  he  became  lu- 
natic, and  mortg^ed  estate  was  sold  under  decree 
in  foreclosure  suit,  262 

Allowance  of,  not  increased  on  ground  of  there 

bein^  illegitimate  children  of  a  deceased  brother  of 
lunatic,  to  whose  support  lunatic  would  probably 
have  contributed,  if  not  in  a  state  of  incapacity,  262 

Stmhlcy  petition  for  superseding  commission  of 

lunacy  will  not  lie,  unless  lunatic  personally  in 
court,  or  in  a  situation  where  persons  appointed  by 
Oreai  Seal  can  have  an  opportunity  or  examining 
him.  Whether  such  a  personal  examination  neces- 
sary in  case  lunatic  escapes  to  foreign  country,  and 
la  declared  sane  by  a  Court  there  of  competent  au- 
thority, 335 

— — -  Order  as  to  passing  accounts  of  committees  and 
receivers  of  lunatics*  estates,  and  payment  of  ba- 
lances due  thereon,  374 

Counsel  who  appear  for  first  petition  entitled  to 

begin,  where  two  petitions  presented,  one  praying 
for  conArmation  of  commissioner's  report,  appoint- 
ing a  committee,  and  the  other  oppidsing  report, 
and  praying  for  appointment  of  another  committee, 
386 

Where  will  of  lunatic  admitted  to  probate,  Court, 

upon  petition  of  executrix,  ordered  fund  in  court, 
belonging  to  lunatic's  estate,  to  be  transferred  to 
trustees  to  be  approved  by  the  commissioner,  and 
to  be  held  by  them  upon  trusts  of  the  will,  although 
such  will  was  made  after  the  time  from  which  testa- 
tor had  been  found  by  inquisition  to  have  been  of 
unsound  mind,  439 

Manor — Right  of  lord  of,  to  equity  of  redemption  of 
lands,  held  of  manor  mortgaged  for  term  or  years, 
by  tenants  in  fee  simple  dymg  without  heirs,  337 

Marriage  >#i*<— Liberty  to  tlie  relator  to  exhibit  inter- 
ro^tories  for  the  purpose  of  adducing  additional 
evidence,  where  information  filed  under  Marriage 
Act  (4  G^o.  4.  c.  76.),  and  some  evidence  adduced 
in  suppNort  of  it,  which,  at  the  hearing,  was  deemed 
insufficient  by  the  Court.  Such  information  will 
lie,  and  decree  may  be  made  on  it,  although  party 
**  not  offending^'  has  not  any  property  in  possession, 
remainder,  reversion,  or  contingency.  Such  infor- 
mation will  lie  at  relation  of  guardians  of  husband, 
wbo^  has  no  property  in  possession,  remainder,  re- 
version, or  expectancy,  against  a  wife  being  the 


oflfen^ng  party.  One  of  the  partiet  to  maniagt 
who  swears  that  the  other  party  is  of  age,  knowing 
the  contrary,  is  a  party  "falsely  swearing"  within  the 
meanins  of  the  act,  399 

Ma»ter*$  Report — not  final,  but  Court,  at  hearia^,  will 
look  into  proceedings,  and,  if  case  clear,  decide  in 
claimant's  &vour,  if  not  direct  an  issue,  where 
between  date  of  order  for  payment  and  seauestrati(ni 
estate  is  sold  to  claimant,  who  is  ousted  by  sequea- 
trator,and  Master  reports  that  claimant  is  abaolately 
entitled  to  estate,  but  leaves  question  aa  to  fraud 
open,  300 

Mine,    See  Account.    Lease. 

MortBoge—Conti  of  provisional  assignee  of  insolTent 
debtor  and  official  assignee  of  bankrupt  in  foeedo- 
sure  suit,  9,  10 

Where  sureties  for  repayment  of  sum  lent  on 

mortgage,  bound  to  pay  further  loan  by  mortgagee, 
before  they  can  stand  in  the  place  of  the  mortgagee, 
109 

—  Mortgage  who  files  Inll  against  mortgagor  and 
other  parties  to  have  the  benefit  of  a  former  suit, 
and  makes  persons  parties  to  suit  who  are  unneces- 
sary, if  bill  dismissed  against  them  whh  costs,  not 
entitled  to  charRe  those  costs  as  between  himself 
and  mortgsffor,  217 

• Right  of  one  mortgagor,  on  petition  for  recon- 
veyance of  his  estate,  and  delivery  of  the  deeds 
relating  to  it,  including  deed  A,  on  payment  of  his 
mortgage  money,  to  have  deed  delivered  to  him,  on 
condition  of  giving  a  covenant  to  the  tmateea  to 
produce  it,  and  costs  of  this  deed  of  covenant  to  be 
borne  by  mortgagees,  where  three  different  mort- 
gagees over  three  diffirrent  estates  were  settled  opon 
certain  trusts ;  and  on  occasion  of  appointment  of 
new  trustees,  three  estates  were  conveyed  by  one 
deed  (deed  A)  to  new  trustees,  239 

—  Costs  of  order  fi>r  delivery  of  deeds  out  of  Mas- 
ter's office  to  be  borne  bv  mortgagor,  where  in 
administration  suit  title  deeds  relating  to  estate 
mortgaged  to  testatrix  and  mortgage  deed  depoaited 
in  Master's  office,  and  petition  presented  in  suit  by 

.  mortgaffor  for  recunvevance  of  estate  and  driivery 
of  deeds  on  payment  of  mortgage  debt,  240 
— —  Gift  by  testator  to  trostecs  of  leasehold  property 
upon  trust  for  son  for  life,  and  then  lor  son's  cHl* 
dren;  property  charged  with  annuity  of  451.  for 
daughter.  Daughter  and  husbaiid  assign  this  an- 
nuity to  T.  M.  to  secure  250/.,  and  aftrrirarda  aasign 
same  annuity  to  plaintiff  to  secure  SOOf.  Notice  of 
first  charge  not  given  to  trustees  till  long  afler  notiee 
of  second  chaise.  Legal  interest  in  leaseholds  pasaes 
to  trustees  fbr  benefit  of  testator's  son  and  son's 
children,  charged  with  annuity;  and  this  being  a 
chattel  interest  in  equity,  and  not  subject  to  rules 
respecting  assignment  of  a  efaooe  in  action,  T.  M.  b 
enntled  in  respect  of  first  mortgage  security  to  prio- 
rity over  second  security  of  plaindff,  284 

Rij{ht  of  equitable  moitgagees  to  pttyment  of 

debt  in  preference  to  subsequent  elegit  creditors, 
notwithstanding  1  ft  2  Vict,  c  110.  sa.  11.  ft  13,  238 

Defendant,  mortgagee,  in  absence  of  any  direct 

authority  iti  the  books,  appointed  oontignee,  raana- 
ffer,  and  receiver  of  mortgaged  estates  m  the  West 
Indies.  304 

—  Right  of  lord  of  manor  to  redeem  lands  mort- 
gaged fi»r  term  of  years  by  teni^t  in  fee  almple,  SS7 

Right  of  N.  to  be  paid,  by  mor%ageea»  costs 

attending  getting  of  title  deeds  out  of  Master's  oflkc, 
where  suit  instituted  toadmlnisierestnte  of  testator, 
who  had  appointed  A,  B,  and  C.  bis  execnton; 
decree  made  therein;  after  decree  A,  B,  ft  C  lent 
money,  forming  part  of  estate  of  their  testator,  to  N. 
on  mortgage,  M.  not  having  any  notiee  at  the  dme 
of  their  character  of  eiecoton,  or  of  any  ant,  or  any 
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decree  aiSKting  the  moncj}  an4  after  mortgage, 
title  deeds  of  mortgaged  estates  were,  in  pursuance 
of  order  made  in  suit,  deposited  in  the  Master's 
office,  and  N«  paid  off  the  mortgage  debt,  417 
ilorfsHiM— JSharet  in  the  "  Gaa  Light  and  Coke  Com- 
pany/' established  by  50  Geo.  3.  c.  163,  not  within 
9  Geo.  2.  c  36.  s.  i,  455 

Ntfhiw  and  ^iec0— Construction  of  words  in  will,  376 

Or<2(r<— 3l9t  of  Srd  of  April  1828,  32 

•— *-  New  General  Orders  of  October  1842,  make  no 
alteration  in  practice  with  respect  to  service  of  notice 
of  motion  before  defendant's  appearance,  and  after 
service  of  subpoena;  and  special  leave  must  be  ob- 
tained to  serve  notice  of  motion  personally,  which 
leave  must  be  mentioned  in  the  notice  of  motion,  32  , 

Service  of  petition  on  two  parties  only  out  of 

several  in  different  suits,  50 

20th  Order  of  26th  of  October  1842,  50 

Authority  of  Master  to  make  order  committing 

conduct  of  suit  to  creditor  who  has  come  in  under 
decree,  where  party  who  had  conveyed  estates  to 
trustees  for  payment  of  debts,  filed  a  bill  against 
trustees  for  an  account,  obtained  a  decree,  suit  then 
became  abated  by  death  of  one  of  defendants,  and 
delays  had  taken  place  in  prosecution  of  suit.  Facts 
that  suit  was  abated  when  order  was  made,  and  that 
creditor  was  a  party  of  a  cla$a  qui(fl  distinct  from 
plaintiff,  no  objection  to  order,  65 

2nd  of  11th  of  April  1842,  79 

38th  of  1841,  88 

20th  of  1833,  where  applicable,  98 

-  As  to  reckoning  vacation  in  computing  second 
two  months,  after  which  defendant  may  move  to 
dismiss  under  16th  Order  of  1828,  notwithstauding 
26th  Order  of  December  1833,  where  answer  of 
defendant  to  be  deemed  sufficient  (wo  days  before 
last  seal  after  Trinity  term,  98 

13thofAprill828,  99 

-^ —  30th  of  August  1841.  123 

• 23rd  and  24th  of  26th  of  August  1841,  176 

5th  of  May  1839,  247 

38ih  Order  of  August  1841  applicable  where  the 

bill  is  generally  demurrable,  263 

13th  of  1831,  277,8 

Where  defendant,  after  being  served  with  a  copy 

of  the  bill,  enten  appearance  under  27th  Order  of 
1841,  requiring  to  be  served  with  notice  of  all  pro- 
ceedings under  bill,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  serve  notice 
that  cause  has  been  set  down,  when  it  is  in  the  paper 
for  hearing,  but  reasonable  notice  must  be  given, 
such  as  a  party  is  entitled  to,  upon  being  served  with 
subpoena  to  hear  judgment,  303 

5th  of  9th  May  1839,  304 

As  to  examination  of  persons  applying  to  be 

admitted  as  solicitors,  305 

-  Computation  of  time  under  14th  Order  of  De- 
cember 1833,  317 

1st  of  April  1842,  and  8th  of  August  1841,  329 

13tU,  3rd  of  April  1828,  and  of  November  1831, 

370 

43rd,  of  1841,  371 

— ~-  of  15th  of  April  1844,  as  to  passing  accounts  of 
committees  and  receivers  of  lunatics'  estates  and 
payment  of  balances  due  thereon;  as  to  fees  of 
examiners  for  t^ce  copiea  of  interrogatories,  depo- 
sitions, and  otner  documents,  and  of  clerks  of 
records  and  writs,  and  their  clerks,  for  office  copies, 
374,5 

24th  New  Orders  of  August,  1841,  389 

17th  of  1831,  390 

16th  and  17th  of  1831,  409 

21st  of  August  1841,  459 

34th  of  1841,  4(r3 


Ordertt    See  Pauper. 

Orders  of  Course — may  be  obtained  on  any  day  when 
the  Court  is  sitting,  whether  in  term  or  out  of  term, 
279 

Outlam — Overraling  of  exceptions  for  impertinence,  on 
ground  that  righu  of  the  Crown  were  not  affected  by 
attempt  to  defraud  creditors  of  A,  and  that  their  in- 
terest did  not  relate  to  relief  sought  by  information, 
after  Judgment  of  outlawry  in  civil  action  against  A, 
who,  after  issuing  a  writ  of  capuu  a^/q^aftiia  against 
him,  made  voluntary  conveyance  to  trustees  against 
A.  and  his  trustees,  in  which  information  plamtiffa 
in  action  were  relators,  seeking  to  have  this  deed  set 
aside,  and  alleging  that  deed  had  been  executed  for 
defeating  proceedmgs  under  outlawry,  defrauding 
claims  of  relators  and  other  creditors  of  A :  the  in- 
formation also  containing  several  short  allegations 
setting  forth  interest  of  the  relators,  238 

Parent  and  Child^Vfhtte  pecuniarjr  transactions  take 
place  betweeti  parent  and  child,  immediately  after 
the  child  attains  twenty-one,  presumption  arises  of 
undue  influence  having  been  exercised  towards  the 
child,  which  must  be  rebutted  by  parent  shewing 
that  free  and  unfettered  judgment  was  exerdsed  by 
child.  380 

See  Debt. 

Parties— Bill  by  plaintiff,  a  shareholder  in  a  banking 
company,  which  had  ceased  its  banking  operations, 
against  the  public  officer  and  directors  of  company, 
praying  an  account  of  transactions  of  companv, 
so  as  to  ascertain  plaintiff's  share  of  profits  and  in 
capital  of  company,  and  that  such  share  might  be 
set  off  against  what  was  due  from  him  to  the  bank, 
in  effect  prays  a  dissolution  of  partnership,  which 
can  be  had  only  in  the  presence  of  all,  and  not  some 
of  the  members  of  the  company^  18 

Plaintiff  in  administration  suit  not  compellable  to 

make  representatives  or  assignees  of  deceased  or 
bankrupt  executor  of  testator,  whose  estate  is  sought 
to  be  administered,  parties  to  suit,  31 

-  Heirat-law  of  vendor  necessary  party  where 
vendor,  who  had  the  whole  of  the  beneficial  interest, 
but  not  the  legal  estate,  in  some  freehold  property, 
contracted  to  sell  it,  but  died  before  the  sale  was  com- 
pleted, and  bill  for  specific  performance  is  filed  by 
nis  personal  representative  against  the  purchaser,  56 

Creditors*  suit  instituted  by  A,  a  specialty  creditor, 

and  B,  a  simple  contract  creditor  of  a  debtor  de- 
ceased ;  and  decree  made  in  it.  A.  dies,  and  B. 
declines  to  go  on  with  suit.  Supplemented  suit  in- 
stituted by  representatives  of  A,  to  vvhich  B.  is  made 
a  party,  and  usual  decree  in  supplemental  suit  made 
in  it.  B.  afterwards  dies.  Representatives  of  B. 
necessary  parties  to  the  suits,  64 

Assignor  not  a  necessary  party  to  bill  filed  by 

assignee  against  company,  to  recover  share  of  com- 
pensation money,  where  party  claiming  to  be  en- 
titled to  interest  in  common  land  taken  by  company, 
assigns  his  share  of  the  compensation  money,  and 
an  award  is  afterwards  made  by  commissioner  ap- 
pointed by  an  inclosure  act,  89 

What  parties  trustees  by  devise  for  sale  of  real 

estate,  with  power  to  give  discharges,  represent 
under  30th  Order  of  August  1841.  Where  the  Court 
will  reserve  question  of  propriety  of  making  persons 
beneficially  entitled  pirties,  to  be  decided  at  the 
hearing  of'^the  cause,  123 

Validity  of  demurrer  for  want  of,  on  bill  filed  on 

behalf  of  himself  and  members  of  club,  except  defen- 
dants, where  question  between  contributors  of  funds 
for  service  of  club  and  subscribers  to  furniture,  as  to 
priority  of  payment  over  general  body  of  members, 
might  arise,  129 

Disallowing  demurrer  for  want  of,  does  not  pre- 
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dude  defendants  from  taking  same  obJecUon  for 

want  of  parties  by  their  answer,  142 
Par/i>#— Necessity  of  msking  all  (Uirtners  parties  to  bill 

praying  dissolution  of  partnership,  e,  g,  to  bill  by 

shareholders  against  directors  of  company  praying 

accounts,  and  that  partnership  may  be  dissolved, 

280 
— -—  Where  plaintifi  allowed  to  strike  out  the  name 

of  co-plaintiff,  and  make  him  a  defendant ;  and  upon 

what  terms,  321 

Where  bill  may  be  sustained  by  some  share- 
holders of  a  company  against  directors,  453 

See  Legacy.    Specific  Performance. 

P^rtfterM — Court  in  suits  relating  to  partnerslUp  trans- 
actions, to  act  within  limits  of  its  jurisdiction,  and 
also  "kdapt  powers  necessary  for  the  administration 
of  Justice  to  existing  state  of  society.  Winding 
up  of  partnership  implies  a  complete  settlement  of 
all  the  rights  ana  liabilities  ss  between  the  partners ; 
and  partnership,  in  that  sense,  cannot  be  wound  up 
in  absence  of  any  of  the  partners.  Right  in  continu- 
ing partnership,  where  a  few  have  an  interest  in  a 
particular  sui)ject  adverse  to  all  the  rest,  and  claim 
the  beneBt  of  that  interest  for  themselves,  to  file  a 
bill  in  equity  against  those  few,  by  one  or  more  of 
the  parties  interested,  on  behalf  of  all  the  rest. 
Where,  in  the  case  of  insolvent  partnership,  not  for- 
mally dissolved,  bill  may  be  filed  bv  one  or  more 
members  against  governing  body,  to  nave  assets  col- 
lected, and  applied,  aa  far  as  they  will  extend,  to- 
wards the  discharge  of  the  partnership  debts,  without 
seeking  to  ascertain  tlie  liabilities  and  rights  of  the 

f>arlies  as  between  themselves,  and  thereby  leaving 
itigation  entirely  open,  as  between  such  parties  after 
the  debts  have  been  paid.  142 

Not  a  rule  of  universal  application,  that  bill  for 

account  of  partnership  transactions  is  open  to  general 
demurrer,  where  dissolution  is  not  prayed.  Bill  by 
A.  against  B.,  his  co-partner,  alleging  exclusion 
from  partnership  books,  and  repeated  violations  of 
partnershiu  articles,  with  fraudulent  intent  of  forcing 
A.  to  dissolution,  prayins  for  account  and  a  receiver, 
but  not  praying  (tissulutlon,  not  generally  demur- 
rable, on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  pray  dissolution, 
as  Court,  according  to  allegations  in  bin,  would  give 
some  relief,  and  would  direa  some  accounts  as  in- 
cidental to  that  relief,  263 

— «~  As  to  all  parties  being  before  the  Court  on  bill 
fur  dissolution,  and  advisability  of  introducing  clause 
in  partuership  deeds,  allowing  a  certain  number  to 
sue,  to  obviate  the  difficulty  in  bringing  all  partiea 
before  the  Court  on  bill  by  shareholders  against 
directors  of  company  praying  accounts  and  dissolu- 
tion, 280 

^-*  Where  executors  justified  in  continuing  capital 
of  deceased  partner  in  concern.  Where  lien  of  bank 
on  title  deeds  of  real  estate  belonging  to  partnership 
deposited  for  money  borrowed  discharged  by  pay- 
ments made  subsequently  to  death  of  one  partner, 
and  that  partner's  representatives  entitled  to  lien  on 
estate  of  nrm  to  amount  of  his  capital,  354 

-  See  Club.    Legacy.    Parties. 

Pauper-^ Primd  facie  party  entitled  to  benefit  of  order 
to  sue  in  forma  pauperis  irom  date  of  obtaining  order, 
and  not  merely  from  the  date  of  service.  But  pauper 
guilty  of  such  delay  as  shews  malttjidet,  ex.  gr.  nut 
serving  order  till  suit  is  shout  to  be  decided  against 
him,  considered  euiliy  of  fraud  on  Court,  and  to  have 
abandoned  benefit  of  order  so  as  to  charge  him  with 
dives  OMts,  12 

not  allowed  to  present  petition  without  sanction 

of  his  solicitor,  75 

Order  irregular,  and  special  application  to  Court 

necessary,  for  leave  to  sue  in  forma  pauperiif  where 
plaintiff,  assignee  of  interests  of  parties  in  ftind  in 


court,  obtidns,  «n  petition,  ss  of  eoartei  Moompaided 
by  the  usual  oath,  the  common  order  to  ioe  mfarmd 
pauperit.  If  circumstances  of  case  not  mentioned 
to  officer  of  court  on  plaintiff  applying  for  order  as 
of  course,  order  will  not  afterwaraa  be  sostftbied 
upon  the  merits,  102 
Paii;3er— Order  that  defendant,  m  contempt  for  non- 
payment of  costs,  might  appear  informdpauperisy  tor 
sole  and  limited  purpose  of  clearing  his  eontenipt, 
may  be  made  on  a  notice  of  motion  that  defendant 
might  defend  the  suit  generally  inform^  pamperit: 
— Circumstance  thst  defendant  is  sued  as  an  exe- 
cutor, does  not  preclude  him  from  obtaining  sacb 
order,  177 

See  Contempt 

Papmtnt  of  Money  into  Court — ^Case  for,  on  blil by 
assignees  of  bankrupts,  alleging  that  third  party, 
who  has  absconded  out  of  the  jorisdiction,  has  pos- 
sessed himself  of  bankrupts'  assets,  and  lent  part  of 
them  on  promissory  notes,  which  he  refuses  to  in- 
dorse to  assignees,  21S 

Payment  of  Money  oui  of  Court — Where  ordered  upon 
motion,  320. 

Perjury.  See  Marriage  Act.  Production  of  Docu- 
ments. 

Petition.    See  Receiver. 

Pleading — Rule  as  to  defendant  answering  MB,  an- 
swering it  fully,  269 

Disallowance  of  plea  on  ground  that  answer  coo- 

tained  only  argumentative  denial  that  docusnents 
ill  possession  of  defendant  would  not,  if  produced, 
tend  to  shew  truth  of  matters  in  question,  and  there- 
fore allegations  in  bill  in  that  respect  must  be  taken 
to  be  true.  Whether  necessary  by  answer  to  deny 
all  circumstances  alleged  in  bill,  as  evidence  of  part- 
nership, to  bill  by  representative  of  A,  for  acetrant 
of  a  partnership  Mtween  A.  and  defendant,  alleging 
various  circumstances  as  evidence  of  partnership, 
and  that  defendant  had  in  his  possession  documents 
relating  to  the  concern,  by  wlueh,  if  produced,  nmth 
of  the  matters  in  the  bill  mentioned  would  sp- 
pear,  349 

• See  Jurisdiction. 

Pouter— Section  33.  of  1  Vict.  c.  36.  not  applicable  to 
exercise,  by  will,  of  power  of  appointment  among 
children,  286 

Power  of  JSale.    See  Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

Practice — As  to  service  and  entering  appearance  of 
party  abroad,  23 

As  to  authority  of  Master  to  make  order  for  con- 
duct of  suit,  65 

As  to  what  counsel  shall  begin  on  cross  petitions, 

386 

Preliminary  Inauiries.   See  Settlement. 

Presumption.    See  Baron  and  Feme. 

Principal  and  il^genf— Plaintiff  entitled  to  injunction 
against  E.  W.  as  his  agent,  from  parting  with  goods, 
and  embarrassing  title  of  principal,  and  right  to  the 
injunction  constitutes  sufficient  equity  to  sostsin 
bill,  which  states  that  plaintiff  appointed  E.  W.to 
reside  in  a  house,  ana  hold  possession  of  certain 
furniture  therein,  as  his  agent;  that  in  absence  of 
plaintiff,  defendant  E.  W,  colluding  «ith  defendant 
R,  assigned  the  same  to  R.  as  a  security  for  money 
advanced ;  and  that  R.  threatens  and  intends  to  sell 
the  same,  293 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser.    ^ 

Principal  and  Sureiy^Vfhen  surettee  for  repayment 
of  sum  lent  on  mortgage,  bound  to  pay  amoent  of 
further  loan  before  they  can  stand  in  puce  of  mort- 
gagee, 105 

R.  with  J.  as  his  surety,  give  a  promissory  noie 

to  bankers,  who  are  to  give  to  R.  drsfr,  payable  at 
three  months :  no  draft  given,  but  bankers  imme- 
diately advance  amount  to  R.  without  eoncunrtoce 
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of  J. :  this  a  rabitantiany  diflferent  tranaacttoo^  and 
J.  relea«ed  from  Uttbility  as  surety «  260 

Principai  and  iSwv/y —Where  promisaory  note  given 

•  to  bank,  by  A.  and  B,  bis  suretv,  as  a  guarantee  for 
any  floating  balance  to  be  due  ironn  time  to  time  by 
A,  bank  is  not  Justified,  in  absence  of  B's  consent, 
in  charging  amount  aecured  by  note,  to  loan  account 
of  A.  and  B,  and  such  act  is  a  violation  of  the  origi- 
nal contract,  380 

Prisoner — Waiver  of  right  to  be  discharged  by  craving 
time  to  answer  under  1  Will  4.  c.  36,  27 

Plaintiff  detained  under  attachment  for  non- 

paynnent  of  costs  under  20L,  wbo  has  been  in  prison 
more  than  twelve  months,  entitled  to  be  discharged, 
notwithstanding  he  is  attached  for  other  costs  in  same 
suit  exceeding  wL  Green  v.  Green,  12  Law  J.  Rep. 
(M.S.)  Chanc.  140,  overruled,  389 

iVee«sf~ Discretion  of  Court,  on  motion  to  serve,  or 
enter  an  appearance  for,  a  defendant  resident  abroad, 
under  4  &  5  Will.  4.  c.  82,  to  dispense  with  evidence 
as  to  the  means  by  which  service  may  be  authenti- 
cated, 23 

—  Omission  in  subpoena  of  address  for  service  pre- 
scribed by  20tb  Order  of  26th  of  October  1842,  does 
not  necessarily  malce  the  writ  void,  but  Court  will 
stay  process  on  writ  till  that  requisition  of  order  is 
complied  with.  Subpoena  to  appear  and  answer,  a 
writ  within  20ih  Order  of  26th  of  October  1842,  50 

• Effect  of  service  on  a  foreign  prince  temporarily 

resident  in  this  country,  108 

■  Where  subpoena  to  appear  and  answer  served 
abroad  upon  defendants,  and  appearance  entered 
for  him,  under  4  &  5  Will.  4.  c.  82,  order  of  Court 
necessary  for  leave  to  serve  pereonaliy  upon  such 
defendant  abroad,  notice  of  motion  in  the  cause. 
Service  upon  defendant  abroad,  under  statute,  if 
good  quoad  one  part  of  suit,  good  for  all  purposes  of 
suit,  213 

1st  Order  of  April  1842,  applicable  to  defendant, 

ibr  whom  appearance  has  been  entered,  under  pro- 
visions of  2  Will.  4.  c.  33,  and  4  &  5  WilL  4.  c.  82, 
and  for  whom  no  appearance  has  been  entered  under 
8ih  Order  of  August  1841, 329 

— — <•  AflBdavit  in  support  of  motion,  under  the  24th 
New  Order  of  August  1841,  that  memorandum  of 
the  service  of  copy  of  bill  on  husband  and  wife  mav 
be  entered,  ought  to  state,  **  that  a  copy  of  the  bill 
had  been  served  on  the  husband  and  wife,  by  serv- 
inff  a  copy  of  the  bill  on  the  husband,"  389 

Fromuttion  of  Detd*.    See  Prod  uciion  of  Documents. 

Production  of  Oocasiefj/s^Det'endant  not  protected 
from  producing  documents  which  might  be  used  in 
evidence  against  him,  in  an  indictment  for  perjury, 
where  crime  committed  aubsequently  to  institution 
of  suit,  104 

— ^ —  In  1799,  A.  executes  mortgage  of  his  estate, 
by  demise,  fur  1,000  years,  for  securing  400/.  and 
interest,  and  afterwards  makes  his  will,  dated  in 
1811,  devising  same  estate  to  J.  G.  fur  life,  re- 
maind»  to  all  and  every  the  issue  of  J.  G,  share 
and  share  alike ;  and  dies  in  1812.  After  death  of 
A,  about  1823,  J.  G,  with  the  executors  and  trustees 
named  in  his  will,  sell  and  convey  mortgaged  pre- 
mises to  A.  T.  absolutely,  who  lays  out  money  on 
premises,  and  mortgages  the  same  for  3,000/.  to 
W.  R,  to  whose  trustees  the  term  of  1,000  yiars  is 
assigned.  W.  R.  has,  by  means  of  recitals  in  deeds 
in  his  possession,  constructive  notice  of  title  of  the 

.  plaintiffs,  the  issue  of  J.  G.  under  A.'swill,  but  claims 
to  be  paid  original  mortgage  sum  of  400/.  and  inter- 
est, and  amount  expended  on  premises,  before  he 
can  be  required  to  produce  deeds  relating  to  same. 
W.  R,  on  motion  for  production  of  deeds,  in  his  pos- 
session, relating  to  premises,  held,  not  bound  to  pro- 
duce them  for  plaintiff's  inspection,  226 


Produeiknof  DocitminU-^^Mtkiiff,  on  motion  fi>r  pro- 
duction of  documents,  for  payment  of  money  mto 
court,  and  for  a  receiver,  not  allowed  to  prove 
exhibit  by  affidavit  under  43rd  Order  of  1841,  or  to 
make  his  case  better  than  upon  bill  and  answer. 
Parties  suing  as  representing  one  of  next-of-kin  of 
intestate,  his  tilJe  not  bemg  admitted  by  defendant, 
not  entitled  to  production  of  documents  admitted 
by  defendant  to  be  in  his  possession,  merely  becattse 
they  relate  to  intestate's  estate,  371 

Documents  belonging  to  club,  a  few  only  of  the 

members  being  parties  to  the  suit,  ordered  to  be  pro- 
duced for  inspection  of  plaintiff,  Court  having  pre- 
viously decided  on  demurrer  that  th6  other  members 
of  the  club  were  not  necessary  parties.  But  plaintiff, 
a  solicitor  and  an  attorney,  having  brousht  action 
against  some  of  the  members  with  reference  to 
matters  arising  out  of  club  transactions,  required  by 
Court  to  give  undertaking  not  to  make  use  of  docu- 
ments when  produced  as  evidence  in  support  of  the 
action,  416 

— ~-  General  rule  that  defendant  will  not  be  ordered 
to  produce  documents  which  are  properly  to  be  con- 
sidered as  confidential  communications  made  be- 
tween solicitor  and  client,  acting  merely  in  relation 
of  solicitor,  and  which  took  place  either  in  the  pro- 
gress of  the  suit  or  with  reference  to  the  suit  pre- 
viously to  its  commencement.  What  documents  the 
Court  will  require  defendants  to  produce  where  as- 
signees of  insolvent  on  13th  of  November  1880,  put 
up  estates  for  sale,  and  F.  became  purchaser;  on 
24th  of  April  1840,  filed  their  original  bill  against  P. 
for  a  specific  performance  of  his  contract  to  purchase, 
and  on  29th  of  October  1840  F.  filed  his  bill  against 
assignees  for  discovery  of  matter  to  affect  validity  of 
the  tale ;  and  defendants,  by  their  answer,  stated, 
that  the  documents  which  they  insisted  ought  not  to 
be  produced  consisted  of  twelve  following  classes,  and 
were  in  number  472 : — 1.  Confidential  commnnlca- 
tions  between  attorney  and  counsel  and  dienc,  before 
the  date  of  the  sale,  but  not  in  the  proj^ss  of  the 
suit  or  with  reference  to  the  suit  previously  Uf  its 
commencement:  2.  Cases  submitted  afier  salir  to 
counsel,  having  relation  to  sale  and  objections  taken 
to  title,  and  counsel's  opinion  thereon :  3.  Cases  laid 
before  counsel  in  the  progress  of  the  cause  after 
filing  of  original  bill  by  assianecs,  with  reference  to 
matters  in  dispute :  4.  All  fetters  passing  between 
the  defendants  and  their  solicitors,  extending  over 
periods  of  time  covered  by  three  first-mentioned 
classes,  and  relating  to  estate  and  interest  of  defen- 
dants sold  at  the  sale,  and  to  subject-matters  of  the 
suit:  5.  Letters  and  written  communications  from 
creditors  under  the  insolvency  and  letters  and  fike 
communications  from  defendants*  solicitors  to  such 
last- mentioned  creditors,  letters  and  private  memo- 
randa of  defendants'  solicitors  of  proceedings  at  con- 
fidential meetings  with  such  creditors,  and  cases  for 
opinion  of  counsel  on  behalf  of  such  creditors,  and 
opinions  of  counsel  thereon  extending  over  same 
periods  of  time  as  the  letters  comprised  in  4th  class, 
and  relating  to  like  matters :  6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12.  Letters 
passing  between  solicitors  of  defendants  and  solici- 
citors  for  provisional  assignee  under  insolvency,  a 
copy  of  queries  to  a  case,  and  opinion  of  counsel 
thereon  on  behalf  of  provisional  assignee,  corre- 
spondence between  the  insolvent  and  his  wife,  and 
tnetr  solicitors,  and  private  memoranda  of  the  de- 
fendants taken  at  meetings  held  with  creditors: 
11.  Bills  of  costs,  and  the  letter  books,  journals, 
ledgers,  and  other  books  of  defendants*  solicitors, 
extending  over  same  three  periods  of  time  as  letters 
comprised  in  fourth  class,  and  relating  to  the  like 
matter;  said  bills  of  costs  containing  statements 
of  business  done  by  said  solicitors,  for  defendaats. 


XIV 


iNPEX. 


and  tlM  •ccMfan»  sod  MoaiikiM.  iav  task  bvaUMW, 
425 
Produeiion  qf  Documents,    See  Diacoyery« 

Qm9  WarrotUtK    See  Corporadon. 

Baihoay,    See  Devise.    Veodor  and  Purehaier. 

BMCewer — Petition  of,  for  coats,  where  entertained,  and 
order  made  for  payment  of  costa  to  him,  2 19 

<— ~  Order  for  deposit  of  mortgage  securities  with 
Master,  that  amount  of  lecority  by  receiver  might 
be  diminished,  321 

Liability  for  loss  occasioned  by  banker's  bank- 

ruptcy,  although  time  for  passing  accounts  bad  not 
then  arrived,  wher^  receiver  in  the  habit  of  paying 
monies  he  received  into  banker's  hands,  and  receiv- 
ing interest  on  balances,  433 

IUhI — 4  &  5  WilU  4.  c,  22.  as  to  apportionmeot  of,  ap- 
plies only  to  casea  where  death  or  person  interested  in 
rent,  or  death  of  person  for  whose  life  estate  ia  held, 
causes  determination  of  the  interest  of  such  person ; 
but  does  not  provide  for  apportionment  between  real 
and  personal  representative  of  tenant  in  fee,  his  in- 
terest not  determining  at  hia  death,  232 

BepUeaiion — Motion  for  leave  to  withdraw  and  to  file 
another  after  service  of  subpoenas  to  rejoin,  may  be 
made  to  court.  20tb  Order  of  1833,  which  direcU 
special  applications  for  leave  to  withdraw  replication 
to  be  made  to  the  Master,  applies  only  where  with- 
drawal of  replication  is  for  the  purpose  of  amending 
hill,  28 

lUiiwmni  on  Aligttmikm*    Sea  Devise. 

Sequutraticm,    See  Master's  Report 

Senice  ^PelllieM^— on  two  of  several  pavtiea,  50 

JBeiioff^by  eiecutor  of  legacy  against  debt  to  testator 

barred  by  the  Sutute  of  Limitations,  461 
— —  Obligor  entitled  in  equity,  as  against  assigpee  in 
insolvency,  to  setoff  sum  paid  by  him  against  amount 
due  by  him  on  bond  in  which  he  becomes  surety  for 
a  sum  of  m^ney  advanced  by  a  stranger  to  obligee, 
and,  after  insolvency  of  obliffee,  paya  money  for 
which  he  was  surety.  In  1834,  A.  eaecutes  bond  to 
J.  R.  for  500/.  In  1835  J.  R.  dies  intestate,  and  in 
1838  administration  is  granted  to  R.  R.  between 
death  of  J.  R.  and  grant  of  administration,  A.  be- 
comes surety  for  sums  of  money  advanced  to  R.  R. 
by  a  stranger.  In  1839  R.  R.  becomes  insolvent, 
and  M.  appointed  hia  assignee.  In  1843  R.  R.dies, 
and  shortly  afterwards  A.  pays  the  sums  for  which 
he  had  so  become  surety.  M.  lakes  out  administra- 
tion de  boni*  non  to  J.  R,  and  sues  A.  at  law  for 
whole  amount  due  upon  the  bond.  A.  files  his  bill 
against  M.  to  restrain  action ;  motion  for  injunction, 
and  answer  of  M,  that  he  believed  that  R.  R,  as  ad- 
ministrator, was  beneficially  entitled  to  the  bond, 
<  ezelutive  of  an^  debts  of  J.  R. ;  A.  entitled  in  equity, 
upon  that  admission,  to  setoffsgainst  amount  of  bond 
sums  he  had  paid  as  surety  for  R.  R ;  that  admis- 
sion being  equivalent  to  assent  of  an  eaeoutor  to  a 
.    legacy,  conslitating  the  500/.  the  separate  property  of 

R.R,  470 
— —  See  Legacy. 

Setting  down  Cau$e,  See  Dill  of  Revivor, 
Settlement — Husband,  and  not  next-of-kin,  absolutely 
entitled  to  trust  fund,  where  ultimate  trusts  in  mar- 
riage settlement,  that  if  no  child  of  marriage,  who, 
being  a  son,  should  attain  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
or  beln^  a  daughter,  should  attain  that  age  or  be 
married  with  such  consent  as  therdn  mentioned, 
trustees  should,  after  decease  of  the  husband  and 
wife,  transfer  trust  monies  unto  such  persoa  or  per- 
sons, and  for  such  intents  and  purposes,  as  wife, 
notwithstandina  intended  coverture,  by  will  or  codi- 
cil, or  if  she  should  survive  ber  husband,  by  any 


dead  or  inalnuMiift  afbr  ih«.dflcm»»of  ber  IwiteBd. 

or  by  ber  last  wiU,  should  appohiti  and  in  default 
of  such  appointment,  unto  the  exeeulert  or  adminit' 
trators  m  the  wife ;  and  wife  dies,  not  having  exe- 
cuted power  of  appointment,  leaving  husband  and  a 
daughter,  the  only  issue  of  the  marriage,  her  sur- 
viving ;  dauf^hter  afterwards  dies  at  fifteen,  without 
having  married,  and  husband  takes  out  letters- of 
administration  to  deceased  wife  and  daughter,  5 

Seitlemtnt — Assignment  by  E.  M,  bjr  deed«  of  income, 
to  accrue  after  the  date  of  deed,  invalid,  where  by 
marriage  settlement  of  U.  G.  M.  and  E.  B.  (the  in- 
tended wife,)  trustees  were  directed  to  pay  income 
of  a  trust  fund  "  to  auch  person  or  persons  as  E.^  B, 
notwithstanding  coverture,  should  by  any  writinjg 
under  her  hand,  excepting  by  any  mode  of  antici- 
pation, direct  or  aMioints  and  in  dcfoult  of  s^di 
direction  or  appointment,  Into  ber  own  haodsy  for 
her  own  sole,  separate,  and  peculiar  use  and  benefit, 
exclusively  of  the  said  H.  6.  M,"  124 

by  heiress  at  law,  where  not  void  agunst  spe- 
cialty creditors  of  ancestor,  186 

In  1835,  B.  W.  assigns  to  trustees  policy  of 

assurance  for  5,000/.  upon  trusts,  for  benefit  of 
children,  on  attsining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
or  marriage.  B.  W.  afterwards  becomes  bankrupt, 
and  his  assignees  file  bill  against  trustees  and  chil- 
dren, seeking  to  set  aside  settlement  as  voluntary, 
and  executed  during  insolvency  of  the  settlor.  An- 
swers to  the  bill  deny  the  chaxge  of  insolvency. 
Motion  on  the  part  of  plaintiffii  for  reforenea  to 
Master,  under  5th  Order  of  May  1839,  to  Inquire 
into  number  of  children  of  E.  W,  and  when  bom, 
and  whether  an  v  of  them  had  died,  having  attained 
twenty-one,  or  having  been  married,  and  who  were 
tbeir  iegal  personal  representatives,  &c.,  refused, 
and  costt  of  notion  reserved  till  the  hearli^  247 

—  Personal  liability  of  trustee  of  marriage  settle- 
ment, on  eevenant  iy  husband  to  pay  a  oertain  sum 
in  trust  to  settlor  tor  life,  remainder  to  intended 
wife,  fte.,  where  covenant  not  performed,  27*3 

-*«~  As  to  right  of  tenant  for  life,  having  paid  addi- 
tional portions  out  of  his  own  money,  becoming 
theteupon  entitled  to  charge,  upon  real  estate,  for 
his  own  benefit,  for  life,  and  of  his  jperaonal  repre- 
sentatives, to  have  the  amount  raised  by  sale  or 
mortgage,  309 

See  Bankrupt.    Charge.    L^acy. 

jS/(ier(^— neglecting  to  make  return  to  fieri  fadoi^  out 
of  Chancery,  directing  him  to  levy  a  sum  of  money, 
ordered  to  return  writ  forthwith ;  and  iiein^  in  con- 
tempt for  not  returning  writ,  ordered  within  six 
dava  after  notice  of  order  of  the  Courc  to  return 

.  wnt,  or  stand  committed  to  Queen's  Prison,  and  to 
pay  costs  of  the  former  order  and  of  present  appli- 
cation. As  to  the  application  of  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  42. 
s.  20.  to  courts  of  equitv,  11 

Solicitor — Lien  of,    on  deeds  delivered  to   him  by 

•  mortgagor  to  complete  contxact  for  sale  of  house, 
the  deeds  having  been  obtained  from  mmtgagee  on 
representation  by  mortgagor  that  he  bad  an  advan- 
tageous opportunity  of  selling  house,  and  wished  to 
affi>rd  proposed  purchaser  an  opportunity  of  exa- 
mining the  deeds,  76 

Party^  interested  in  estate  out  of  which  bill  of 

costs  paid  by  trustee,  applying  for  order  to  tax, 
must  proceed  under  41st  section  of  6  ft  7  Vict 
c.  73 ;  out  where  bill  not  paid,  mh»t  proceed  onder 
37th  section.  Court  cannot,  under  6  &  7  Vict. 
e.  73,  direct  bill  to  be  taxed  against  soUcitor,  if  it 
has  been  paid  more  than  twelve  months;  but  aa 
does  not  prevent  Court  ordering  taxation  as  be- 
tween trustee  and  ceetwe  que  /rasi,  of  bill  of  costs 
containing  improper  payments,  wliere  trustee  has 
neglected  to  procure  |n  due  time  a  taxation  thereof. 
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'^Sitch  bill  «  aforesaid,*'  in  41it  tectioii,  does  not 
mean  "sach  bill  as  is  hereinbefore  mentioned  to 
liare  been  taxed  and  settled,"  mentioned  in  the 
section  immediately  precedii^ ;  nor  is  it  confined 
to«ttch  bill  as,  mider  the  proTisiont  of  act,  is  sought 
to  be  taxed  by  a  party  directly  chargeable  there- 
with. Semble-- Where  solicitor's  bill  paid  by  a 
tmstee,  eestvU  que  trust  are  entitled  to  ask  for 
reference  for  taxation  of  bill  asainst  solidtor  at  anv 
time  within  twelve  months  after  payment  thereof, 
bat  not  afterwards,  although  eettuis  que  trust  had 
no  knowledge  of  the  payment  until  after  the  tweUe 
months  bad  expired,  150 

SoHdt4fr — A.  mortgages  to  B.  an  estate,  with  power  of 
sale  in  default  of  payment;  estate  sold  by  B.  under 
power,  and  L.  is  the  solicitor  employed  by  B.  in 
completing  sale :  whole  of  business  transacted,  and 
L/s  bill  of  costs  actually  paid  out  of  the  purchase- 
money  before  statute  6  «  7  Vict.  c.  73.  came  into 
operation :  on  application  of  A,  bill  of  costs  not 
taxable.  Payment  of  taxable  items  delivered  before 
6  &  7  Vict  c.  73.  came  into  operation,  will  not  pre- 
clude taxation  under  that  act,  upon  proper  applica- 
tion in  due  time,  151 

Security  taken  by  solicitor  for  future  costs  noC 

valid.  217 

'—  Refusal  to  allow  deeds  to  be  executed  until  bill 
of  costs  paid,  may  constitute  such  **  special  circum- 
stance," under  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  as  to  induce  Court 
to  tax  bill.  Dismissal  of  petition  for  taxation  of  bill 
of  costs  setting  forth  special  circumstances  sufficient 
in  themselves  to  obtain  order  for  taxation,  where 
affidavits  in  support  of  it  mentioned  some  items  ob- 
jected to,  an  of  which  were  explained  by  solicitors 
to  satisfaction  of  Court  Petition  for  the  taxation  of 
bill,  which  sufficiently  sets  forth  special  cireum- 
stances  for  taxation,  need  not  mention  spedfic  items 

'     otijected  to,  222 

— —  Order  of  Master  of  the  Rolls  as  to  examination 
before  admittance,  805 

Where  reference  for  taxation  of  a  solicitor's  bill 

of  costs  is  applied  for,  after  expiration  of  one  month 
mentioned  in  37th  section  of  6  &  7  Viet  c  73,  and 
bill  is  wider  100/.  in  amount,  order  will  be  made 
for  a  reforence,  withont  requiring  amount  of  bill  to 
be  paid  into  court,  920 

—  Construction  of  act  0  ft  7  Vict.  c.  73,  as  to  extent 
of  power  of  Court  to  send  bill  to  be  taxed  where  no 
part  of  business  transacted  in  a  court  of  law  or 
equity.  Bill  of  fees  and  charges  of  steward  of  a 
manor,  who  is  a  solicitor,  but  is  employed  only  for 
the  purpose  of  preparing  a  surrender,  admittance, 
&e.  of  a  purchaser  to  lands  holden  of  the  manor  in 
his  character  of  steward,  not  taxable  under  the  act 
«  ft  7  Vict.  e.  73,  155 

In  case  of  petition  for  reference  to  tax  solicitor's 

bill  of  costs,  application  considered  as  made,  at  the 
latest,  when  tne  petition  is  answered  by  secretary, 
and  not  at  time  of  service  on  respondent.  If  by 
neglect  of  officer,  petition  be  not  answered  on  the 
day  it  ought  to  have  been,  application  mav  Im  con- 
sidered as  of  earlier  date.  Where  bill  of  costs  has 
been  paid,  and  no  undue  pressure  resorted  to  (a 
settlement  having  been  come  to  satisfiictorv  both  to 
solicitor  and  client),  bill  ought  not  to  be  afterwards 
re-opened  for  taxation,  unless  some  gross  tnud 
practised  upon  partv  paying  the  bill  come  to  light 
Where  items  in  a  bill  of  costs  can  be  reasonably  ex- 
plained to  be  bomdJUle  charges  for  business  done, 
and  expenses  fwrly  incurred  in  service  of  client, 
and  bill  Is  paid,  and  afterwards  sought  to  be  taxed, 
Court  will  connder  whether  business  was  done  for 
benefit  of  client ;  and  if  of  that  opinion  will  allow 
efaAiges  as  proper  items,  and  not  open  bill.  W  here 
overchargea  in  bill  of  costs,  which  it  may  be  fairly 


concluded  the  client  wOidd  not  have  paid  had  he  not 
trusted  to  their  being  proper,  Court  will,  after  pay- 
ment, direct  taxation  of  bill,  especially  where  pay- 
ment takes  place  pending  relationship  of  solicitor 
and  client    Time  of  payment  of  bill  of  costs  when 

Sromissory  note  paid,  and  not  when  given,  161 
Ict'/or— After  payment  of  bill  of  costs,  order  for  tax- 
ation not  to  be  obtained  as  of  course,  even  by  a  party 
liable  to  pay  the  same.  By  virtue  of  6  ft  7  Vict  c.  73, 
any  party  entitled  to  an  order  to  tax  a  bill  of  costs,  may 
obtain  it  as  of  course,  and  without  special  directions, 
within  one  month  after  its  delivery,  and  with  such 
special  directions,  as  the  Court  may  impose,  after 
tne  expiration  of  one  month  from  the  delivery,  but 
not  after  verdict,  writ  of  inquiry,  or  payment.  In 
such  cases  a  special  order,  made  on  specid  circum- 
stances proved  to  the  satisfiiction  ot  the  Court,  is 
requisite.  Payment  of  biH  of  costs  by  a  mere  volun- 
teer under  no  previous  liability,  gives  no  right  to  him 
to  obtain  order  to  tax  bill,  167 
Specific  Performance — Dismissal  without  costs  of  bill 
to  enforce  specific  perfomoanee  of  written  agreement 
to  grant  a  lease,  where  agreement  had  last  been  in 
possession  of  proposed  lessor,  but  had  been  rither 
lost  or  destroyed  by  hhn ;  and  it  did  not  appear  that 
agreement  had  ever  been  stamped,  221 

P.  claiming  to  be  co-proprietor  with  R.  in  gas- 
works, which  R.  had  erected  and  was  about  to  sell 
to  E.  L.  Gas  •  Light  Company,  about  to  be  formed, 
it  is  agreed  between  them,  for  ending  their  disputes 
respecting  the  ownership  of  gas-works,  that  R.  be 
at  liberty  to  sell  works  at  such  price  as  he  pleases, 
upon  accounting  to  P.  for  value  of  works,  at  a  cer- 
tain rate,  and  that  R.  hold  shares  for  P.  in  com- 
pany, to  the  value  of  2,000/.,  and  retain  them  in  his 
own  name  for  two  years.  The  B.  L.  Gas-Light 
Company  is  formed,  and  purchases  the  gas-works 
from  R.  P.  files  bill  against  R.  and  obtains  decree 
for  specific  performance  of  their  agreement,  which 
R.  had  resisted.  Before  decree  the  K.  L.  Gas- Light 
Company  is  regularly  dissolved,  and  gas-works  sold 
to  the  Ratdiffe  Gas- Light  and  Coke  Company. 
Supplemental  bill  by  P.  against  Ratdifib  Company, 
former  directors  of  the  B.  L.  Gas- Light  Company 
and  assignees  of  R,  who  has  become  bankrupt,  to 
establish  lien  upon  gas-works,  for  what  should  be 
found  due  to  bim  under  the  former  decree,  as  well 
as  to  carry  out  former  decree  asainst^l  parties,  dis- 
missed, with  costs,  against  all  parties,  except  the 
assignees  of  Z,  244 

Agreement  not  illegal*  and  C.  entitled  to  have 

specific  performance  of  it,  where  estate  belonging  to 

A.  advertised  for  sale  by  .auction;  B.  and  C.  who 
having  estates  adjoining  to  it,  are  both  desirous  of 
purchasing  it,  and  agrteemewt  is  entered  Into  between 

B.  and  G.,  to  the  following  effect :— In  consideration 
of  C's  not  opposing  B.  in  purchase  of  A's  estate,  B. 
engages,  in  case  he  purchases  A*s  estate,  not  to  sell 
A's  estate  or  his  own,  without  giving  C.  the  option 
of  purchasing  both  at  a  certain  price ;  and  B.  also 
engages  in  case  he  purchases  A.'s  estate,  that  C. 
shall  for  twelve  montlis  after  death  of  B,  have  option 
of  purchasing  both  estates  at  a  certain  price,  388 

• See  Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

Stamp.    See  Specific  Performance. 
Staiute^lS  Ells.  c.  5, 180 

3  ft  4  W.  &  M.  c.  14, 186 

9  Geo.  2.  c.  36.  s.  3,  456 

• 39  ft  40  Geo.  3.  c.  98  (against accumulations),  394 

«-' —  56  Geo.  3.  c  60,  167 

4  Geo.  4.  c.  76.  s.  23,  399 

^ —  II  Geo.  4.  ft  1  Will.  4.  c.  86.  s.  15.  r.  5,  82 

1  Will.  4.  c.  86,  408 

1  Will.  4.  c.  86.  r.  2  ft  13,  79 

1  Will.  4.  c.  86.  s.  15,  r.  18,  27 
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Statute-^l  Will.  4.  c.  60,  209,  302 

1  Will.  4.  c.  65,  122 

2  Will.  4.  c  33,  23.  329 

3&4WiH.  4.  c27,  309 

3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  42,  149 

3  &  4  V\  ill.  4.  c.  42. 8.  20|  application  of,  to  courts 

of  equity,  11 

4  &  5  Will.  4.  c.  82,  213,  232,  329 

4&  5  WUl. 4. c.  82. s.  1,  23 

1  Vict.c26,  79 

1  Vict  c.  26.  f.  33,  286 

1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  sa.  11,  13,  288 

3  &  4  VicL  c.  77.  2 

6  »  7  Vict  c  73,  151. 155.  161,  167,  222 

6  &  7  Vict  c.  73.  s.  87,  320 

Slajfing  Proceedings.    See  Ditcoveiy.     Injunction. 
Stock — Service  and   entering  appearance  of  partiea 
abroad,  in  auits  concerning,  23 

Evidence  of  identity  and  death  of  party  on  board 

ship  to  obtain  transfer  of,  to  father  and  administrator, 
101 

Practice  that  costs  of  Attorney  General  and  Com- 
missioners for  Reduction  of  National  Debt  be  paid 
out  of  petitioner's  fund;  and  Court  of  Chancery 
does  not  exercise  its  discretion  as  to  the  pajrment  of 
such  costs,  if  upon  petition  presented  ander  56  Geo.  3. 
c  60.  for  transfer  of  stock  and  payment  of  dividends 
accrued,  order  is  made  accordingly,  167 

-  See  Usury. 

Stop  Order — not  granted,  unless  stated  in  petition 
how  interest  of  party  in  fund  sought  to  be  affected 
arose,  386 


Te»ant  bu  the  Curtesff,    See  Baron  and  Feme. 
Tenant  for  £(/«— Where  not  bound  to  pay  annuities, 

byt  merely  to  keep  down  interest  on  valuation 

thereof,  329 

-  Right  of,  to  custody  of  heir  looms,  890 
See  Charge. 

Time— Where  claimants  to  conqiensation  under  Canal 
Act,  not  barred  by  lapse  of  time,  and  where  lapse  of 
time  no  bar  to  claim  of  cestui  que  trust,  89 

Computation  of;  under  16th  Order  of  1828,  98 

Calculation  of,  under  13th  Order  of  1831,  277,  8 

See  Amendment 

Tithes — Defence  not  vitiated  by  words  **  or  other 


owner,"  where  answer  to  bill  for  tithes  set  up  a  mo- 
dus,  which  answer  averred  had  been  paid  to  the 
impropriate  rector,  or  other  owner  for  the  time 
bemg  of  the  tithes,  149 
See  Witness. 


Traversing  Note,    See  Answer. 

Trust — Trustee  of  marriage  settlement  refused  his 
costs  as  defendant  in  suit,  where  he  had  severed 
from  his  co-trustee,  and  had  refused  to  act  in  con- 
formity to  decision  of  Court,  where  circumstances 
analogous  to  those  in  respect  of  which  he  was  re- 

?|uirea  to  join  with  his  co-trustee  in  transferrine  a 
und  to  the  plaintiff.    Bulmer  v.  Jay  and  Danidf «. 
Dudley  considered,  5 

— "  Necessity  of  purchaser  of  estate  seeing  to  i^li- 
cation  of  purchase-money,  40 

Lapse  of  time  not,  in  itself,  a  bar  to  the  claim 

of  a  cestui  que  trust,  against  trustee  in  court  of 
equity,  where  no  laches  or  acquiescence  can  be  iiD- 
putedtohim,  89 

—  Where  freehold  estate  vested  in  infant  trustee  on 
plain  trust,  order  for  conveyance  was  made  on  pe- 
tition presented  under  1  Will.  4.  c  60,  without 
reference  to  Master,  168 

• Surviving  trustee  not  deprived  of  power  of  ap- 
pointing new  trustees,  by  mere  circumstance  of 
suit  having  been  instituted  for  that  purpose.  Lia- 
bility of  trustee,  acting  independently  of  Court, 


incurring  needless  expense,  to 
rtierehy,  169 
IVust — Where  trustee  not  allowed  to  take  advantage 
of  Statute  of  Limitations,  194 

Personal  responsibility  of  trustee  of  marriage 

settiement  where  covenant  by  husband  not  per- 
formed, 273 

True  construction  of  usiuil  power  of  appoantiqg 

new  trustees,  that  greater  number  of  new  trusteea 
cannot  be  appointed  in  the  place  of  persons  ceasing 
to  be  trustees,  than  original  number;  but  power 
may  be  so  worded  as  to  allow  of  «  greater  nunid>er 
bdng  appointed.  Where  appointment  of  dtisens  of 
United  States  as  new  trustees  good.  Whether,  where 
there  i«  a  settiement  of  personal  property  made  in 
England  on  the  marriage  of  English  penons,  ap* 
pointment  of  foreigners,  or  persons  resident  abroad, 
to  be  new  trustees,  would  be  a  valid  exercise  of 
usual  power  of  appointing  new  trustees,  qumr9,  457 

• See  Baron  and  Feme*  Lunatic.  Parties.  So- 
licitor.   Will 

C/fitry— Agreement  not  intended  to  take  the  place  of 
,  original  contract,  but  cumulative,  and  therefore, 
usurious,  and  cannot  be  enforced,  where  2,000/.  lent 
to  defendant,  and  secured  by  his  bond  and  nMrt- 
ffase:  to  supply  which  2,000/.  loan,  3,764/.  stock 
had  been  sola  out ;  and  an  agreement  was  then  en- 
tered into,  by  which  defendant  undertook  to  pay 
an  annual  sum  of  12/.  ]6s.,  extra  the  interest  at  5/. 

Ser  cent  on  the  2,000/.,  in  order  to  equal  the  divi- 
end  upon  the  sum  of  stock  sold  out,  and  also  to 
replace  the  3,764/.  stock,  or  to  repay  a  sum  of 
money  eoual  to  the  value  of  such  sto<^,  when  called 
upon  to  ao  so,  450 

Vendor  and  PaircAaser->SuflSciency  of  title  in  suit  by 
vendor  against  pnrdiaaer,  for  specific  pcrfomnnee, 
by  shewing  a  good  lease  of  lot  purchased,  vested  in 
vendor,  where  two  lots  held  under  one  lease,  and 
purchaser  liable  to  eviction,  by  reason  of  breadi 
ofcovenant  committed  in  respect  of  other  lot,  1 

—  Trustee  having  power  of  aale  for  payment  of 
debts,  with  direction  to  divide  residue  between  cer- 
tain persons  in  esse  at  the  time,  puts  up  estate  for 
Mle  twenty-five  years  after  testator's  deatli,  and 
upon  being  asked  by  purchaser  whether  there  are 
or  are  not  any  debts  unpaid,  declines  answering : — 
Held,  that  purchaser  must  presume  debts  to  have 
been  paid,  and  will  not  have  a  cood  title,  withonft 
seeing  to  application  of  the  purrnasf»  money.  De- 
cision in  Page  v.  Adam  impugned.  This  b  a  matter 
of  title,  and  not  m««ly  of  convey  anoe ;  and,  to  make 
a  good  titie,  person  to  convey  must  not  only  have 
power  of  conveying  lexal  estate,  but  in  himseU^  or 
m  others  over  whom  he  has  dominion,  power  of 
conveying  all  the  equitable  interest,  40 

->—  Oniers  not  invalid,  and  <|uestion  raised  by  pur- 
chaser a  Question  not  of  titie,  but  of  oonveyanoet 
where  A.  aevised  estate  to  daughters  S.  U.  and  K. 
H,  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee:  by  decree  made 
in  creditors'  suit  against  A.'s  executors^  E.  H.  and 
S.  U,  the  estate  was  ordered  to  be  sold;  on  the  14th 
of  July  1772,  Master's  rq)ort,  approving  of  F.  as  a 
purchaser,  was  confirmed ;  and  on  20ui  of  July, 
estate  was  ordered  to  be  conveyed  to  him:  on  14th 
of  July  S.  H.  had  married  T.  J  i  but  name  of  T.  J. 
had  not  been  mentioned  in  Orders  of  the  14th  or 
20th  of  Julv :  in  September  1772,  E.  H,  T.  J,  and 
S.  J.  his  wiie,  conveyed  to  F,  but  no  fine  was  levied; 
and  a  purchaser,  on  a  reference  for  titie  in  suit  for 
specific  performance,  objected  (o  titie  of  this  estate, 
on  ground  of  irregularity  of  orders,  and  absence  of 
the  fine,  166 
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Vemior  and'  PuretUuer  —  PnTchaser  bound  to  com- 
plete oontract,  but  pliintii&  not  entitled  to  costs 
of  suit,  where  nulway  company  under  usual  power 
to  sell  surplus  lands,  with  a  direction  to  offer 
tbem  in  tbe  first  instance  to  owners  of  adjMn- 
ing  lands,  enter  into  a  contract  for  sale  to  a 
atranger,  and  then  make  an  ofier,  which  is  de- 
clined, to  parties  entitled  to  right  of  pre-emption; 
and  purchaser  refuses  to  complete  his  contract, 
because  offer  not  made  prior  to  contract  with  him, 
and  company  file  a  bill  to  compel  apecific  perform- 
ance, 234 

•*—  Lei^lth  of  abstract  of  title  has  reference  to  dura- 
tion of  human  life,  and  practice  of  conv^ancers  not 
altered  by  the  3  ft  4  Will.  4.  c  27.  s.  17.  Purchaser 
entitled  to  production  of  copies  of  court  rolls,  or 
deeda  of  bargain  and  sale  inroUed,  not  in  possession 
or  power  of  vendor,  275 

— ^  Covenant  in  building-lease  fi>r92|  years  by  lessee 
that  he  will,  within  the  first  five  years  of  term,  build 
thirty-four  additional  houses,  of  dimensions  therein 
mentioned,  and  keep  same  in  repair,  and  same  so 
repaired,  at  the  end  or  other  sooner  determina- 
tion of  term,  deliver  up  to  lessor  and  his  assigns. 
Some  only  of  the  thirty-four  houses  are  built ;  but 
lessor,  notwithstanding,  receives  rent,  payable  under 
lease,  for  forty-six  years  afterwards.  Qn  sale  of  tbe 
property,  by  public  auction,  by  assignees  in  bank- 
ruptcy of  lessee,  held  that,  although  there  had 
been  a  waiver  bv  lessor  of  covenant  to  build,  still 
the  covenant  to  build  up  the  houses,  at  the  end  or 
sooner  determination  of  the  term,  continued  in 
,  force,  and  was  a  valid  objection  to  the  title ;  and 
that  purchaser  could  not  be  reouiied  to  accept  com- 
pensation or  indemnity ;  and  circumstance  diat 
purchaser  could  at  any  time  rid  himself  of  all  liar 
'  bilfatyi  in  respect  of  breach  of  covenant,  by  assigning 
prenuaeatoapauper,conaidendnoreasoB  fbreom- 
ptUing  purchaser  to  acoept  titlev  414 

-^^-  Qiietttion  whether  aums  advanced  previously  to 
coBtract  of  Mle  can  be  conaidered  as  payments  in 
satisfactioQ  of  purchase 'money,  where  agent  acts 
for  vendor,  and  purchaser  does  not  so  treat  them  in 
accounts  rendered  to  vendor  previously  to  exeeudog 
conveyance,  419 

— —  Party,  who  had  opened  the  biddings  for  the 
benefit  of  the  family,  and  with  no  intention  of  pur- 
chasing for  himself,  and  had  thereby  obtained  a 
considerable  advance  in  price  from  a  stranger,  al- 
knted  his  costs,  444 

— *    See  Contract.    Devise.    Discoverv.    Parties. 

FeAnitefyi#Mf^iii«ii<~ Assignment  by  deed,  of  mere 
expectancy  without  consideratiott,  and  ^tfaout  notSee 
to  trustees  in  whose  names  stock  stands,  not  en- 
foMed  in  equity  against  assignor,  29 


Wmher — Where  appearance  no  waiver  of  objection  to 
jurisdiction,  106 

-^-~-  Effect  of  waiver  by  lessor,  of  covenant  to  build, 
414 

See  Bill  proconfesso. 

ffiitf— As  tojurisdlctlon  of  Court  of  Chancery  to  enter- 
tain question,  whether  A.  and  B.  were  entitled  to 
amount  of  cheques ;  and  decision  that  benefit  thereby 
given  was  revoked  by  subsequent  will,  where  testa- 
tor delivered  to  his  servant  A.  two  sealed  packets, 
with  directions  not  to  open  them  till  his  death; 
some  time  afterwards  made  his  will,  and  thereby 
gave  an  annuity  to  A,  and  another  annuity  to  an- 
other of  his  servants,  B,  and  upon  his  death,  packets 
were  found  to  contain  two  cheques,  one  payable  to 
A.  and  the  other  to  B,  and  they  were  aomitted  to 
probate  together  with  the  will,  52 

New  Series,  XIII.— Index,  CAanc.  4*  Bankr, 


WiU^Where  effect  must  be  given  to  the  very  words 
of,  though  mistake  as  to  the  nature  of  the  property, 
if  intention  not  influenced  by  such  mistake ;  and 
construction  of  will  upon  question  of  such  intention, 
136 

Debts,  &c  charged  on  corpus  of  property,  in- 
cluding asylum ;  and  as  between  tenant  for  life  and 
parties  entitled  in  remainder  under  will,  income  and 
profits  of  asylum  not  liable  to  bear  the  charge,  where 
testator  charged  all  hia  estate  with  payment  of 
debts  and  legacies,  and  anthorized  trustee*  of  wiU 
to  raise  4,000/.  by  mortgage,  for  that  purpose ;  the 
]>roperty  of  the  testator  consisting  chiefly  of  a  luna- 
tic asylum,  annual  profits  of  which  amounted  to  m 
Qoosidendiie  sum,  and  will  contained  tperlal  direc- 
tions for  management  of  asvhim,  and  referred  to  it 
as  part  of  property  on  which  debts  were  charged, 
and  out  of  whiclii  seteiml  annuities  given  by  will 
were  to  be  paid,  209 

"  Heir  or  heirs"  means  children  of  testator's 

daughter,  and  "minority*'  twenty-five,  as  distin- 
guished  from  coming  of  age,  and  the  children  living 
at  death  of  the  daughter  take  vested  interests,  where 
testator  lefl  all  his  real  and  personal  property  to 
trustees,  to  pay  the  interest  to  his  daughter,  for  life, 
and  after  her  death  to  pay  the  same  towards  die 
muntenance  and  education  of  such  children  as  she 
should  have,  during  their  minority,  and  when  the 
youngest  should  attain  twenty^five,  to  divide  the 
came  equally  bstween  them }  but  in  case  either  of 
his  daughter's  children  should  die,  leaving  any  Chil- 
dren, woo  should  attain  twenty-one,  then  to  pay 
their  shares  to  their  children ;  and  a|\er  these  trusts 
should  be  ewrlcd  into  execution,  then  trustee  was 
directed  to  convey,  release,  and  assign  all  fVeehold 
and  leasehold  estetes,  to  heir  or  heirs,  who  shoutd 
be  legally  entitled  to  same,  and  in  case  testator's 
daughter  should  leave  no  children,  or  they  should 
die  under  age^  and  unmarried,  then  to  pay  and^ 
aasign  interest,  and  rents  and  profits,  to  his  next- 
of^lun,  2M 

Sec.  33.  of  1  Vict  c  26.  not  applicable  to  exer- 
cise, by  will,  of  power  of  appointment  among  chil- 
dren, 286 

Refusal  of  Court,  where  no  personal  assets  of 

testator,  and  the  bill  impeaches  will,  to  direct  ac- 
count of  the  real  estate,  or  to  retain  bill  for  the 
purpose  of  pluntiff's  bringing  ejectment  to  try 
vafidltyofwill,  295 

Construction  of,  upon  question  whether  party 

had  come  into  possession  of  estate  entailed  upon 
testator  and  his  issue,  in  the  sense  intended  by  will, 
so  tliat  shifting  clause  in  will  had  come  into  opera- 
tion, 845 

— >-  Revocation  does  not  fxtend  to  giiardlnnship 
where  testator  gives  guardianship  and  tuition  of 
children  to  wife  and  four  trustees,  and  suitable  sums 
to  be  applied  out  of  estate  for  their  maintenancei 
and  then,  by  a  codicil,  revoke^  appointment  of  three 
of  his  **  trustees  and  axecutors,  aod  appoints  two 
other  persons  to  act  as  such  **  trustees  and  execu- 
tors," 369 

Fund  In  court  ordered   to  be  transferred  to 

trustees  to  be  held  on  trusts  of  will  made  by  lunatic, 
439 

See  Administration.  Devise.  Election.  Mortgage. 

fPI/n«5«— Application  for  commission  to  examine  wit- 
nesses abroad,  as  to  matters  referred  to  the  Master, 
made  to  Master  in  the  first  instance ;  and  motion  of 
course,  upon  Master's  certificate,  25 

Statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  42,  not  applicable  to 

courts  of  equity,  so  as  to  render  interested  party  a 
competent  witness;  and  person  not  a  competent 
witness  to  support  a  modus,  if  he  is  interested  in 
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land  which  wonld  be  relieved  from  tithe  in  case  the 
modus  be  established,  149 
tfitneu — Plaintiffs  entitled  to  crois*exaniine,  and  in- 
terrogatories for  cross-examination  need  not  be  settled 
by  Master,  and  plaintiA  right  in  applying  to  Comrt 
lor  leave,  where  defendants  obtain  order  for  leave 
to  re-examine  witness  before  the  Master  as  to  new 
matters,  interrogatories  to  be  settled  b^r  Master,  and 
plaintiff,  who  had  examined  same  witness  before 


the  hearii^f  uicfety  fopiweuie  cxmiAwb  of  aiwMi^ 
movefor  fioerty  to  cross-exmiiie  thewinma,  3ST 
Wiinesi.    See  Costs. 

^sr(/«~Meaning  of  "  next  le|al  representalivea,"  147 
Writ  o/'Jti^Al— Refusal  of  motion  toqnaah^whereawrit 
by  journeys  accounts  issued  alter  tine  allowed  by 
the  S  ft  4  Will.  4.  c  37,  but  orlgfa&al  writ  iMMrd 
before  that  time,  and  defendant  left  to  ruiae  oiifee- 
tion  in  court  of  common  law,  7S 
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Aei  rf  Bmtkm^le^yfh^thex  deed  by  M.  ft  R, 
partners,  reciting  tnat  M.  &  R.  were  indebted  to 
the  parties  thereto  of  the  third  part  (their  creditors), 
that  they  ware  unable  to  pay  toeir  debts  in  full,  that 
they  had  proposed  to  pay  lOt.  in  the  pound,  and 
that  A.  had  agreed  to  execute  a  covenant  for  the 
better  securing  the  due  and  punctual  payment  of 
the  composition  on  having  the  assignment  therein- 
after mentioned  made  to  him,  and  containing  a 
covenant  from  A,  for  pavment  to  creditors  of  the 
composition,  witnessing  that  M.  &  R.  assigned  all 
the  goods,  debts,  and  chattels  belonging  to  them 
as  copartners  to  A,  the  deed  being  executed  by 
all  the  creditors  except  V,  who,  however,  was 
cognisant  of  all  the  circumstances,  is  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, and  whether  it  operates  as  a  sale  or  a  mere 
composition  deed,  19 

jtdjudieathm—l^lh  nile  under  5  ft  6  Vict  c.  122,  as 
to  giving  notice  of  intention  to  dispute  fiat,  where 
relaxed  under  special  circumstances,  12 

Banker,    See  Partners. 

Cowtmittioners^VBxt  of  duties  of  Conmiissioners  to 
execute  reference  made  to  them  by  Court  of  Re- 
view; but  neither  Chief  Judge  of  that  Court  nor 
Lord  Chancellor  authoritv  to  compel  them  to  do  so, 
in  case  of  their  refusal,  10       " ~-   ■*'■■ 

Cot/s~What  fees  to  counsel  allowed,  11 

Coiifus^Allowanceoffees  to,  11 

Fiat — Court  precluded  from  hearing  petition,  by  the 
5  &  6  Vict  c  122.  s.  24,  where  |wrty  in  England 
abjudicated  a  bankrupt,  and  more  than  twenty-one 
days  after  notice  of  aiqjudication  had  been  inserted 
in  ^asf //«,i»resented  petition,  praying  that  flat  might 
be  annuUea,  on  ground  that  he  was  not  a  trader. 
Not  a  commencement  of  proceeding  within  24th 
section,  where  bankrupt,  within  the  twenty -one  days 
mentioned  in  the  24th  section,  forwarded  to  his  soli- 
citor a  correspondence  which  had  passed  with  offi- 
cial assignee,  relative  to  intention  to  dispute  fiat,  1 

—  Court  of  Review  not  precluded  from  hearing  peti- 
tion presented  beyond  time  limited  by  the  5  &  6 
Vict  c.  122.  s.  24,  for  annulling  a  fiat  on  ground  of 
fraud,  all  the  legal  requisites  of  the  fiat  being  ad- 
mitted by  the  petitioner,  5 

Fri$ndly  Society ^Moniea  not  in  the  hands  of  W.  ft 
Co.  by  virtue  of  their  office  or  emplojrment,  within 
meaning  of  4  ft  5  WUl.  4.  c.  40.  s.  12,  where  trustees 
of  friendly  society  were  in  habit  of  paying  money 


into  bank  of  W.  ft  Co.  at  N,  in  order  that  W.  ft  Co. 
night  at  once  transmit  it  to  their  London  bankers^ 
to  lie  paid  bv  them  into  Bank  of  England,  and  a 
sum  was  paid  into  bank  of  W.  ft  Co.  for  above  pur- 
nose,  but,  before  it  was  transmitted  to  London, 
W.  ft  Co.  became  bankrupt,  8 

Legacy — Chattels  bequeathed  to  woman  married  or 
unmarried,  to  her  sole  use  and  benefit,  given  fisr 
separate  use,  independentiy  of  any  husband,  unlesa 
context  of  will  renders  it  necessary  to  put  different 
construction  on  those  words.  A.  demised  to  dau^ter 
E,  after  death  of  his  wife,  a  house,  on  her  attauiaK 
twenty-one,  together  witii  all  the  ftimiture,  ftc.  in 
it,  for  her  "  sole  use  and  benefit,"  and  directed  that 
if  his  daughter  should  not  have  attained  twenty-one 
at  death  of  his  wife,  his  executors  should  sell  nimi- 
tare,  ftc,  invest  the  purchase-money,  and  pay  same 
to  her  on  her  attainmg  twentv-one ;  and  abo  di- 
rected, that  house  and  rents  tnereof  should  not  be 
liable  to  debts  or  controul  of  her  husband.  He  also 
gave  benefits  to  other  members  of  his  fiunily  widi- 
out  using  the  word  **  sole."  E.  attuned  twenty-ooe 
in  the  lifetime  of  his  wife :— Held,  furniture,  ftc.  waa 

given  for  separate  use  of  E,  independentiy  of  her 
Mband,  6 

Jlfai  fttugfWlicni  -gqmtable  mortgagee  entitled  to 
baac  rents,  21 

Order  and  Dieporition.    See  Reputed  Ownership. 

Partnen — Where  effects  assigned  to  new  firm  upon 
bankruptcy  of  old  firm  held  to  belong  to  new  firm  ; 
and,  notwithstanding  business  had  been  carried  on 
since  the  dissolution  at  the  same  place,  and  under 
the  same  name  as  before,  not  to  be  in  the  order  or 
disposition  of  old  firm.  Covenant  by  two  continuing 
partners,  with  third  who  had  retired,  to  pay  debta 
of  partnership,  gives  no  right  of  proof  to  creditora 
of  that  partnership,  in  competition  with  creditors  of 
two— nor  entities  them  to  lien  upon  partnerdiip 
effects  assigned  to  two  in  consideration  of  sucn 
covenant,  17 

—  As  to  proof  against  separate  estate  of  one  part- 
ner in  a  bank  signing  notes  issued  by  Uie  bank  tar 
the  firm,  23 

Poliev  of  Aitwance,    See  Reputed  Ownership. 

jProt^— b]r  creditors  of  old  firm  against  new  firm,  in 
competition  with  creditors  of  new,  17 

See  Partners. 
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RMmUd  OwmrMf^VtXiisiu  of  •stucanoe  d«|Kisited 
oy  btnknipt  to  secure  debt  without  notice  to 
office,  in  order  and  disposition  of  iMmkrupt. 
B.  entitled  to  biU»  and  to  an  order  that  assig-* 
nees  might  indorse  it  to  him  without  recourse, 
where  btU  drawn  on,  and  accepted  by  C,  and  made 
payitble  to  A,  was  deposited  by  A.  with  B,  to  secure 
a  webt  due  from  A.  to  d  ;  no  notice  of  the  deposit  was 

g'ven  to  C|  and  the  bill  was  not  indorsed  oy  A.  to 
;  A.  afterwards  becamie  bankrupt  Warrant  of 
attorney  by  C.  to  A.  to  secure  payment  of  debt  due 
from  C.  to  A.  deposited  by  I),  the  solicitor  of  C,  as 
agent  of  A,  with  o,  to  secure  debt  due  from  A.  to  B, 
but  no  express  notice  of  deposit  was  given  to  C.  A, 
afterwards  becoming  bankrupt^ — Held,  that  cir- 
cumstance of  D.  being  the  solicitor  of  C,  did  not 
amount  to  notice  to  C.  of  the  deposit :  and  secondly, 
that  warrant  of  attorney  was  in  the  order  and  dispo- 
sition of  A.  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy,  15 

Whether  ffoodsoftraders  assigned  to  bankrupt  on 

oorenant  by  nim  to  pay  creditors  in  his  order  and 
disposition  with  consent  of  true  owners,  19 

Savingt  Bankt—i^ih  section  of  the  4  ft  5  Will.  4.  c  14. 
(giving  priority  of  payment  out  of  the  estates  of 
bankrupt  office-holders  in  saving  banks,)  not  appli- 
cable to  saving  banks  not  established  according  to 
provisions  of  9  Geo.  4.  c.  92.  Certificate  and  opinion 
of  barrister  appointed  under  9  Geo.  4.  c  92,  not  con- 


clusive on  question  of  rules  and  regulations  of  sav- 
ings bank  being  in  conformity  with  law,  and  within 
provisions  of  the  act  (section  4V  Book  of  rules  and 
regulations  of  saving  bank,  although  entered,  de- 
posited, and  filed  as  directed  by  act,  is  not  binding 
on  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  office-holder  (section  5). 
The  banister  appointed  under  the  9  Geo.  4.  c  92, 
save  his  certificate,  that  the  rules  of  the  L.  Savings 
Bank  were  conformable  to  law,  and  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  Rules  were  entered,  filed,  and 
deposited  as  directed  by  act  *  By  the  1st  rule  it  was 
directed,  that  savings  bank  should  be  under  manage- 
ment of  preddent,  vice-president,  trustees,  and 
managers,  who  were  not  to  derive  any  benefit  By 
2nd  rule  it  was  directed,  that  the  committee  of 
managers  should  be  empowered  (among  other 
things)  to  elect  a  treasurer.  C.  ft  Co.  elected 
treasurers,  and,  having  monev  in  their  hands  belong- 
li^  to  savings  bank,  became  bankrupt  On  petition 
by  trustees  for  priority  of  payment,~held,  that  L. 
Savings  Bank  was  not  within  provisions  of  the  9 
Geo.  A,  c.  92,  and  not  entitled  to  priority  of  payment 
out  of  estates  of  Messrs.  C.  ft  Ca,  13 
iSbifcl/or^ Where  knowledge  of  soUeitor  not  notice  Uy 
client,  15. 

Trustee — Appointment  of  new  trustees  whete  one 
dies  and  two  bankrupt,  to  prove  against  bankrupts 
in  respect  of  breach  er  trust,  22 

—  See  Friendly  Society. 
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